MANAGEMENT OF THE NATIONAL PARKS AND
THE PARKS OF THE SOUTHWEST

HEARING

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE,
DRUG POLICY, AND HUMAN RESOURCES

OF THE

COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

OCTOBER 13, 2005

Serial No. 109-138

Printed for the use of the Committee on Government Reform

&

Available via the World Wide Web: http:/www.gpoaccess.gov/congress/index.html
http://www.house.gov/reform

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
27-379 PDF WASHINGTON : 2006

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512—-1800; DC area (202) 512—-1800
Fax: (202) 512-2250 Mail: Stop SSOP, Washington, DC 20402-0001



COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
TOM DAVIS, Virginia, Chairman

CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, Connecticut HENRY A. WAXMAN, California
DAN BURTON, Indiana TOM LANTOS, California

ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, Florida MAJOR R. OWENS, New York
JOHN M. McHUGH, New York EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York
JOHN L. MICA, Florida PAUL E. KANJORSKI, Pennsylvania
GIL GUTKNECHT, Minnesota CAROLYN B. MALONEY, New York
MARK E. SOUDER, Indiana ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, Maryland
STEVEN C. LATOURETTE, Ohio DENNIS J. KUCINICH, Ohio

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania DANNY K. DAVIS, Illinois

CHRIS CANNON, Utah WM. LACY CLAY, Missouri

JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR., Tennessee DIANE E. WATSON, California
CANDICE S. MILLER, Michigan STEPHEN F. LYNCH, Massachusetts
MICHAEL R. TURNER, Ohio CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, Maryland
DARRELL E. ISSA, California LINDA T. SANCHEZ, California
JON C. PORTER, Nevada C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland
KENNY MARCHANT, Texas BRIAN HIGGINS, New York

LYNN A. WESTMORELAND, Georgia ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, District of
PATRICK T. McCHENRY, North Carolina Columbia

CHARLES W. DENT, Pennsylvania S

VIRGINIA FOXX, North Carolina BERNARD SANDERS, Vermont
JEAN SCHMIDT, Ohio (Independent)

MELISSA WOJCIAK, Staff Director
DAvID MARIN, Deputy Staff Director / Communications Director
ROB BORDEN, Parliamentarian/Senior Counsel
TERESA AUSTIN, Chief Clerk
PHIL BARNETT, Minority Chief of Staff/ Chief Counsel

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG PoLICY, AND HUMAN RESOURCES
MARK E. SOUDER, Indiana, Chairman

PATRICK T. McHENRY, North Carolina ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, Maryland
DAN BURTON, Indiana BERNARD SANDERS, Vermont
JOHN L. MICA, Florida DANNY K. DAVIS, Illinois
GIL GUTKNECHT, Minnesota DIANE E. WATSON, California
STEVEN C. LATOURETTE, Ohio LINDA T. SANCHEZ, California
CHRIS CANNON, Utah C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland
CANDICE S. MILLER, Michigan MAJOR R. OWENS, New York
GINNY BROWN-WAITE, Florida ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, District of
VIRGINIA FOXX, North Carolina Columbia
Ex OrrICIO
TOM DAVIS, Virginia HENRY A. WAXMAN, California

Marc WHEAT, Staff Director
Nick COLEMAN, Counsel
JiM KAISER, Counsel
MavriA HoLsT, Clerk

1)



CONTENTS

Hearing held on October 13, 2005 .......ccccociiiiiiiieniieeiieeieeiee ettt
Statement of:

Frost, Richard M., associate regional director, communications and exter-
nal relations, Intermountain Region of the National Park Service ..........

Haughey, Joe, a city of Flagstaff council member ..........ccccoeveviieeiiiincieennnns

Keiter, Bob, board member, National Parks Conservation Association,
NPCA; Deborah Tuck, president, Grand Canyon National Park Founda-
tion; Kimberly Spurr, board member, Arizona Archaeological Council;
and Rick Smith, former associate regional director, Natural and Cul-
tural Resources . .

Keiter, Bob .....

Smith, Rick .......

Spurr, Kimberly .

Tuck, Deborah ..........cooiiiieeiiiiiiieeeeecee e e
Letters, statements, etc., submitted for the record by:

Frost, Richard M., associate regional director, communications and exter-
nal relations, Intermountain Region of the National Park Service, pre-
pared statement of .........cccviieiiiiiiiiiicceee e e

Keiter, Bob, board member, National Parks Conservation Association,
NPCA, prepared statement of .........ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiniiiiieeeeeeeee e,

Smith, Rick, former associate regional director, Natural and Cultural
Resources, prepared statement of ...........ccooieiiiiiniiiiiiiiniiieieeeeeee

Souder, Hon. Mark E., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Indiana, prepared statement of ...........ccccoveiiiiiieiiiiiciiieeeeee e,

Spurr, Kimberly, board member, Arizona Archaeological Council, pre-
pared Statement Of ..........ccoooiiieiiiiiiiiiece e

Tuck, Deborah, president, Grand Canyon National Park Foundation, pre-
pared statement of ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiee e

(I1D)

11
36
84

74
65






MANAGEMENT OF THE NATIONAL PARKS AND
THE PARKS OF THE SOUTHWEST

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG PoLICY,
AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Flagstaff, AZ.

This subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., at Flag-
staff City Hall, 211 West Aspen Avenue, Flagstaff, AZ, Hon. Mark
E. Souder (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Souder, and Turner.

Also present: Representative Renzi.

Staff present: Nick Coleman and Jim Kaiser, counsels; and Malia
Holst, clerk.

STATEMENT OF JOE HAUGHEY, A CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
COUNCIL MEMBER

Mr. HAUGHEY. Thank you, Chairman Souder and members of the
committee. I'm Joe Haughey, a city of Flagstaff council member.
On behalf of the City Council and the community, I welcome you
to Flagstaff and thank you for your attention to the needs of the
National Park Service in the Northern Arizona Region. Mayor Don-
aldson asks that you accept his regrets in not being able to attend
this important hearing.

The local National Parks and Monuments, Walnut Canyon,
Wupatki, Sunset Crater and the Grand Canyon, are vital to Flag-
staff’'s quality of life, our economy, and the forest health and sus-
tainability. These parks offer cultural and natural resource attrac-
tions integral to the quality experiences of our residents and guests
alike.

Lack of adequate funding for capital improvements in routine op-
erations may limit these experiences. The Park Service also has a
significant role in the health and sustainability of our forests. In
this region, local, State and Federal agencies collaborate on forest
health issues and respond to wild fires together. Wildland fire pro-
tection is fundamental to the vitality of the sustainability of Flag-
staff and northern Arizona.

The participation of National Park Service is integral to the fire
protection program in the Flagstaff area, as wild fire knows no
boundaries. I urge your attention to maintaining adequate staffing
and capital investment to both mitigate catastrophic wild fire and
to respond when it occurs.
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I recognize these are difficult times and the funding needs are
great. As you consider these many needs, I urge you to consider the
importance of continued maintenance of investment in the Park
Service and the long-term benefits of this investment.

Thank you for your consideration, and welcome to Flagstaff.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much. Thank you for letting us use
the city building today. I appreciate it very much. The subcommit-
tee will now come to order.

Good morning and thank you for joining us today. This is the
fifth in a series of hearings focused on critical issues facing the Na-
tional Park Service. We have had hearings in Gettysburg, Wash-
ington, DC, Boston, Seattle, Washington, and this is our fifth one.
I would like to welcome all of the Members of Congress who have
joined us in this hearing and who care deeply about our National
Parks.

Given the great diversity of national parks in the United States,
managing these sites is a daunting task, indeed. Each park unit
has unique demands that require a close examination of each unit’s
mission, strengths, and weaknesses. It is imperative that the Na-
tional Park Service carefully examine each park to determine the
best possible way to manage any given unit.

Over the past few years, the National Park Service has worked
on a comprehensive catalog of park units, backlogged projects, and
asset inventory. These analyses are important if the parks are to
be managed appropriately and efficiently. Any examination of a
park’s mission, management, and functions cannot be without con-
troversy. As we have seen, recent proposals have met with vigorous
opposition, and have sparked equally vigorous debate, and rightly
So.

My hearings and their resulting report aim to examine the Na-
tional Park Service and ultimately make proposals and rec-
ommendations. I am sure that it too will not be without con-
troversy, but if the national parks are to survive and be a source
of recreation and inspiration to future generations of Americans,
then we must do all that we can to maintain them and make them
better.

In addition to management of the national parks, this hearing
will examine the parks of the Southwest. Most notable among the
parks of this region is Grand Canyon National Park. Among the
most popular and recognizable of all the national parks, it is natu-
ral that we should hold one of our hearings here.

As fitting as it is for us to have a hearing here, it is just as fit-
ting that we are joined by one of the Grand Canyon’s Congressmen,
Rick Renzi. Also, I would like to welcome Congressman Mike Turn-
er of Ohio, who is a member of the committee. Both of these gentle-
men appreciate the parks and are working to ensure they survive
and thrive for many, many years to come.

I would like to also welcome our witnesses. Our first panel con-
sists of Richard Ms. Frost, the Associate Regional Director of Com-
munications and External Relations for the Intermountain Region
of the National Park Service. Mr. Frost will be testifying on behalf
of the Park Service. He will be joined during the question period
by Joe Alston, the superintendent of Grand Canyon National Park;
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and Palma Wilson, the superintendent of the Flagstaff Area Monu-
ments.

On the second panel, we have Deborah Tuck from the Grand
Canyon National Park Foundation; Bob Keiter, representing the
National Parks Conservation Association; Kimberly Spurr of the
Arizona Archaeological Council; and Rick Smith, formerly with the
National Park Service. Welcome to you all.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Mark E. Souder follows:]
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Opening Statement
Chairman Mark Souder

“Management of the National Parks and the Parks of the Southwest”

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy,
and Human Resources
Committee on Government Reform

October 13, 2005

Good morning, and thank you for joining us today. This is the fifth in a series of hearings focusing on
the critical issues facing the National Park Service. I would like to welcome all of the Members of
Congress who have joined us today, and who care deeply about the National Parks.

Given the great diversity of national parks in the United States, managing these sites is a daunting task
indeed. Each park unit has unique demands that require a close examination of each unit’s mission,
strengths, and weaknesses. It is imperative that the National Park Service carefully examine each park
to determine the best possible way to manage any given unit.

Over the past few years, the National Park Service has worked on a comprehensive catalogue of park
units, backlogged projects, and asset inventory. These analyses are important if the parks are to be
managed appropriately and efficiently. Any examination of a park’s mission, management, and
functions cannot be without controversy. As we have seen, recent proposals have met with vigorous
opposition, and have sparked equally vigorous debate — and rightly so.

My hearings, and their resulting report, aim to examine the National Park Service, and ultimately make
proposals and recommendations. Iam sure that it too will not be without controversy; but if the
National Parks are to survive and be a source of recreation and inspiration to future generations of
Americans, then we must do all that we can to maintain them and make them better.

In addition to management of the National Parks, this hearing will examine the Parks of the Southwest.
Most notable among the parks of this region is Grand Canyon National Park. Among the most popular
and recognizable of all the national parks, it is natural that we should hold one of our hearings here.

As fitting as it is for us to have a hearing here, it is just as fitting that we are joined by one of the Grand
Canyon’s Congressmen, Rick Renzi. Also, I would like to welcome Congressman Mike Turner of
Ohio, who is a Member of the Committee. Both of these gentlemen appreciate the parks, and are
working to ensure they survive and thrive for many, many years to come.

I would like to also welcome our witnesses. Our first panel consists of Richard M. Frost, the Associate
Regional Director Communications and External Relations for the Intermountain Region of the
National Park Service. Mr. Frost will be testifying on behalf of the Park Service. He will be joined
during the question period by Joe Alston the Superintendent of Grand Canyon National Park and
Palma Wilson the Superintendent of the Flagstaff Area Monuments.

On the second panel, we have Deborah Tuck from the Grand Canyon National Park Foundation, Bob
Keiter, representing the National Parks Conservation Association, Kimberly Spurr of the Arizona
Archeological Council, and Rick Smith, formerly with the National Park Service. Welcome to you
all.
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Mr. SOUDER. I would now like to recognize Congressman Turner
for an opening statement.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your lead-
ership and your interest in preserving our national parks, Mr.
Renzi, my fellow classmate, for hosting us today, and also to thank
you for your commitment to our national parks. As you and I dis-
cussed, it is a great treasure for our country and it is important
to our families, and your efforts to preserve and enhance this expe-
rience and preservation for our country serves everyone, and I ap-
preciate that.

Like the others, my appreciation and fondness of our national
parks began when I was young as part of the great American vaca-
tion. My parents took my sister and me on a long adventure out
west to see many of the breath-taking national parks and monu-
ments. It instilled in us pride in our country and awe in God’s cre-
ation.

As recent as this August, my wife and I had the great pleasure
of recreating that vacation as an adventure for our very young chil-
dren, traveling 5,890 miles in a great circle beginning from Ohio.
In our journey through these national parks such as Grand Can-
yon, Yellowstone, Mesa Verde, Canyon de Chelly, Bryce, Zion, and
others, we had the opportunity to meet outstanding park staff,
some of which I see here today in this important hearing.

This tour, combined with the existence of the Dayton Aviation
Heritage National Park in my district in Ohio, has added to my un-
derstanding of the National Park Service. The purpose of the Na-
tional Park Service is to educate the public about the history, envi-
ronment, and culture of our great country, and to preserve this her-
itage for future generations.

For an example of why the National Park Service is necessary
for heritage preservation, one only needs to look toward the sky.
Many people think mistakenly that Kitty Hawk was the birthplace
of aviation, as demonstrated by North Carolina’s license plate,
“First in Flight.” The Dayton Aviation Heritage National Park
works to build a proper understanding of aviation history, and en-
compasses several sites in Dayton, OH, to include the home of the
Wright brothers, the Wright brothers cycle shop, the Huffman Prai-
rie, the field where the Wright brothers perfected flight, which is
now the home of Wright-Patterson Air Force Base.

The Carillon Historical Park claimed the right to Flyer III, which
was the world’s first practical airplane that was able to sustain
flight. Together these sites tell the story of Orville and Wilbur
Wright, their work in Dayton, OH, in researching, engineering and
building the world’s first airplanes.

I look forward to hearing the testimony today from our panelists
and learning their ideas to provide solutions to the operation and
management needs of the national parks, especially with regard to
the parks of the Southwest.

I want to thank you again everyone from the National Park Serv-
ice and what you do to make our families from really throughout
the world welcome in our national treasures, and what is a na-
tional treasure as a Park System.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, and thank you also for your leadership
in the National Audubon Historic Preservation Caucus.

I would now like to yield to Congressman Renzi, an active mem-
ber of the Resources Committee, and a leader on these issues, and
thank you for hosting us.

Mr. RENZI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate being here,
too, and Congressman Turner, it is great to see you. I do thank you
for your friendship and your advocacy. We are classmates. Thank
you for coming all the way out this summer, and coming back out
to be a part of this today.

Both of you all have taken a critical issue at a very timely mo-
ment and pushed it to the forefront, and you’ve done so even at
times without the consensus of the whole party, and I want to, first
of all, recognize your leadership and your courage in doing that,
and it’s critical with all of the different expenses that we’re seeing
around the country, that we lift and bring to the forefront the
treasure of the national parks.

So this hearing today in Flagstaff is timely, it’s important, and
it’s also courageous with the leadership. I love northern Arizona,
and a lot of us live here because of the breathtaking landscapes.
We’ve got national monuments, designated areas, Sunset Crater,
Wupatki Pueblo, and we have the jewel of all of the parks, in my
opinion, the Grand Canyon, as well as the Petrified Forest which
we’re working hard to try and protect.

The Nation and our children learn about our history. They learn
about our past, and they learn about our Nation and our country
at these different sites and these different locations, much like the
educational tour you took with your family, and so I'm very fortu-
nate this morning to be with you to help drill into these issues, and
to find out where it is that we’re vulnerable, to understand the
Achilles’s heel in the funding mechanism and why it is that we're
not seeing the emphasis in some areas pushed, and in particular
to preservation and to operation and maintenance costs, and to ex-
pansion of some of the infrastructure needs, the capital improve-
ments that is so critically and so far behind.

Again, thank you for your courage in taking the time to come all
the way out here and taking you away from your families.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much, and before we do proceed,
two procedural matters. I ask for unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 days to submit statements and questions for submis-
sion in the record, and any answers to those questions provided by
the panelists, also be included in the record. Without objection, so-
ordered.

I ask for unanimous consent that all Members present be per-
mitted to participate in the hearing. Without objection, so-ordered.

Let me explain a little bit what our committee is and what we'’re
doing here today. As you can tell, that the last thing I just read,
without objection it is so-ordered that Members are permitted be
able to participate in the hearing, and some of these ground rules,
one thing that has been unusual about this subcommittee is that
we’ve been working on a bipartisan basis, because I've been work-
ing very closely with the ranking member, Elijah Cummings. Be-
cause we're working on a bipartisan basis, we're able to hold hear-
ings regardless of who is able to come at a particular point, and
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have been able to do these things pretty much on a bipartisan
basis, which is relatively unusual right now in Congress, and that’s
been a very important part of our work here.

We're an oversight committee. We're not a legislative committee.
Any bills that come and relate to this, will have to roll to the Natu-
ral Resources Committee, where I'm currently on leave and Mr.
Renzi is on it. What we do is as Government Reform, since I've
been in Congress since 1994, I've done everything from Waco to in-
vestigations and administration to doing oversight and going down
into New Orleans and Mississippi. And probably most people re-
cently know we are the committee where Mark McGuire said that
he didn’t want to talk about the past, and ultimately you will see
why we swear in our witnesses, and we're going through to find out
whether in fact he did commit perjury, and he will be prosecuted
for perjury on steroids.

Our job, if you look at Congress, is that a committee like Re-
sources passes legislation related to parks and other matters. The
Appropriations Committee then has to appropriate inside those
guidelines. The Government Reform Committee then is responsible
for seeing whether or not the money and policies are accomplishing
the goals that Congress intended, to overlook the White House and
different executive branch agencies, and then to make rec-
ommendations back to the authorizing committees, and, of course,
we all sit on authorizing committees, and some sit on appropriating
committees, as well, and that’s the theory of how this works.

It doesn’t work exactly that way in practice. People all try to
make sure that other people aren’t looking over their shoulder, but,
in fact, what we have done in this subcommittee, which is predomi-
nantly narcotics policy, is pick an issue every 2 years where we
focus. A number of years ago it was on border. Two years ago it
was on faith-based, and this 2-year term we’re doing a series of
hearings that will be somewhere between 8 and 10 on national
parks. We will report likely to on the border and there is a
foundational thing in the works in the subcommittee over at Home-
land Security.

That said, it is policy of the Government Reform Committee to
swear in all our witnesses, so our first panel of Richard Frost, asso-
ciate regional director of communications and external relations of
the Intermountain Region of the National Park Service, and he will
be joined by Joe Alston, superintendent of the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park, and Palma Wilson, superintendent of the Flagstaff
Area Monuments, who are not official witnesses, but will be avail-
able to answer questions, and I'm going to make a side point here.

I very much appreciate the evolution of this process with the Na-
tional Park Service. I want to say on the record that the National
Park Service feels this pressure a lot, but so does every other agen-
cy we do, and that is ordinarily we would like to check every single
statement and every comma and every semi-colon you use. That is
standard when we do oversight. Official testimony has to be
scrubbed from so many different places and worked through, and
initially there was a lot of consternation about this series of hear-
ings from the administration. As we’ve worked together, we now
have superintendents that can come but not give an official
scrubbed statement and field questions. We will try not to get your
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careers ended with questions. We encourage you to be open and
honest, but if it’s too uncomfortable, just be somewhat political in
your statements, and I understand that.

The goal here is not to finger-point. As you know, I'm a Repub-
lican and the Members here are Republicans, and we’re not trying
to—we’re all trying to figure out how to pay for Katrina, we’re all
trying to figure out how to do these things, but we’re passionately
committed to know the truth, because Congress can’t make deci-
sions on how best to fund our parks, if we don’t know, in fact,
what’s happening in this process, and that’s why we need the open-
ness. We need to know where we have disagreements on how we'’re
going to fund it, and so on, but I very much appreciate the Na-
tional Park Service now clearing and allowing more and more open
testimony to be moved through this series of hearings.

And, Tom, you directly know, and Steve Martin, and others, I
think we’ve made progress at the Department of the Interior. Owen
Vee is still not our biggest cheerleader, but we’re working with
them more, as well, and they understand what our goals are.

With that said, will you each rise and raise your right hands.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. SOUDER. Let the record show that each of the witnesses re-
sponded in the affirmative. Now, Mr. Frost, if you will give your
opening statement.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD M. FROST, ASSOCIATE REGIONAL
DIRECTOR, COMMUNICATIONS AND EXTERNAL RELATIONS,
INTERMOUNTAIN REGION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Mr. FROST. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. I would like to sum-
marize my testimony and request that my full testimony be en-
tered into the record. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much for the op-
portunity to appear today to discuss management and operational
issues affecting parks in the Intermountain Region. First, on behalf
of the National Park Service, I would like to thank you and your
colleagues in Congress for your continuing support of our parks
and programs. Park-based funding has risen more than $150 mil-
lion or 16 percent since fiscal year 2001. The increase for fiscal
year 2004 to 2005, represented the largest park-based funding in-
crease in NPS history. At a time when the Nation is faced with
many challenges and demands for its financial resources, the NPS
has been very fortunate.

The Intermountain Region is an integral part of the NPS System,
and in many ways the birthplace. It is the home of the first na-
tional monument and first national park, as well home of icons
such as Yellowstone, Grand Canyon and Mesa Verde. The Region
encompasses eight States and 82 park units. In 2004, we welcomed
close to 39 million visitors and generated an estimated $850 million
in economic benefits.

To secure the legacy of our national parks, Director Fran
Mainella has implemented the National Park Service Legacy Initia-
tive, encompassing five themes; management excellence, sustain-
ability, outdoor recreation, conservation, and 21st century rel-
evancy.

To address management excellence and ensure our credibility,
both on the Hill and with American taxpayers, the Intermountain
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Region has developed a process to help parks determine if their
core needs are being addressed in the most effective way, given
each park’s budget resources. This process has been adopted by the
NPS as a whole.

The core operations process is park-based and park-driven. In it,
a park looks at a projection of its base budget over the next 5
years. It determines what its core needs are based on its enabling
legislation and other relevant documents, and then develops a list
of priorities. Once its priorities are set, a park looks at all the ac-
tivities it performs with its current budget and personnel, and asks
do these activities match our priorities, which activities are essen-
tial, if some activities are not essential, could those resources be re-
directed, or if the park has a projected budget deficit, could non-
essential activities be eliminated to help the park operate within
its means.

This kind of information and analysis is essential for the credibil-
ity of park budgets. It helps park managers plan strategically for
the future. This is not a one-time exercise, but a fundamental
change in the way we do business.

To date, 26 parks in the Intermountain Region have undergone
this process, representing half the Region’s employees. The Na-
tional Park Service nationwide is committed to completing core op-
eration reviews at 50 parks, and we anticipate all 82 Inter-
mountain Region parks will have completed the process by 2009.

The Legacy Initiative also emphasizes conservation of park re-
sources. The Intermountain Region has established a record of pro-
viding superior stewardship of resources by applying innovative
management. For example, we have made extensive use of the Co-
operative Ecosystem Studies Units, which are composed of univer-
sities, governmental and non-profit partners that provide the NPS
with research, technical assistance, and educational opportunities.

Using CESUs, for each $1 in Intermountain Region funds, we are
able to attract more than $40 from other fund sources. To enhance
CESU capacity to provide support for cultural resource projects,
the Intermountain Region has moved three cultural resource ex-
perts to the three CESUs that serve the Intermountain Region.

Ensuring the long-term relevancy of the National Park System to
America’s diverse population is another important objective. To ex-
pand the relevance of our parks, the Intermountain Region has pio-
neered the teacher-ranger-teacher program. This program brings
public school teachers from schools that serve under-privileged stu-
dents into our parks to work as rangers. The teachers undergo
training comparable to that of other seasonal park rangers, and
then return to their classrooms with lesson plans developed from
their park work experiences.

The benefits of this program are significant. As teachers return
to the classroom following their park experiences, they bring to stu-
dents first-hand knowledge of parks these children might otherwise
never have.

In conclusion, we are deeply committed to protecting the places
in our care and ensuring quality visitor experiences for present and
future generations. We appreciate the support parks have received
from Congress and from the American people. Thank you for the
opportunity to be here today. I would be happy to respond to any
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questions you or any other members of the subcommittee might
have. That completes my testimony.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Frost follows:]
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD M. FROST, ASSOCIATE REGIONAL DIRECTOR
FOR COMMUNICATIONS AND EXTERNAL RELATIONS, INTERMOUNTAIN
REGION, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, U. S. DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG
POLICY AND HUMAN RESOURCES, OF THE HOUSE GOVERNMENT
REFORM COMMITTEE, AT AN OVERSIGHT HEARING CONCERNING
“MANAGEMENT OF THE NATIONAL PARKS AND THE PARKS OF THE
SOUTHWEST.”

OCTOBER 13, 2005

Mr. Chairman, welcome to Flagstaff, Arizona, and thank you for the opportunity to
appear today to discuss management and operational issues affecting parks in the
Intermountain Region of the National Park Service.

First, on behalf of the National Park Service (NPS), I would like to acknowledge and
thank Congress for its continuing support of our parks and programs in the Intermountain
Region, as well as the entire National Park System. With me today are Joe Alston,
Superintendent of Grand Canyon National Park, and, Palma Wilson, Superintendent of
Flagstaff Area Monuments. They will be happy to answer any specific questions about
their parks and share with you their impressions and results of the core analysis processes
conducted in their parks.

The Intermountain Region is the home of the first national monument and first national
park, as well as the home of national and international icons such as Yellowstone and
Grand Canyon National Parks, and of world-class archeological sites like Mesa Verde
National Park and Chaco Culture National Historical Park. The region encompasses
cight states and 82 park units across diverse landscapes of arid deserts, high plains, high
mountain ranges and red rock canyons. In 2004, the Intermountain Region welcomed
close to 39 million annual visitors and generated an estimated $850 million in economic
benefits to surrounding communities. We in the Intermountain Region respect the
responsibilities entrusted to us by the American people, and our focus remains fixed on
protecting these places for the enjoyment of the present generation and generations yet to
come.

It is in that spirit of responsible trust that Director Fran Mainella has implemented the
National Park Service Legacy Initiative which encompasses five guiding themes to
secure the legacy of America’s national parks: management excellence, sustainability,
outdoor recreation, conservation, and 21 century relevancy. Underlying these themes is
the recognition and conviction that the National Park System must be managed with
utmost efficiency and innovation, in collaboration with intergovernmental partners and
the private sector.

Congress provided nearly $560 million to operate the Intermountain Region in Fiscal
Year (FY) 2005. Of that, $238.8 million was provided as appropriations for Operation
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of the National Park System (ONPS). In addition to park base funding, some of the other
funding sources we utilized included $10.5 miilion for cyclic maintenance projects, $15.2
million for repair/rehabilitation projects, $3.7 million for cultural resources projects, $2.5
million for natural resources projects, and $1 million for museum collection management.

To ensure credibility, transparency and accountability, the Intermountain Region has
developed a process to help parks determine their core needs, and to help park managers
look at their operations to determine if those core needs are being addressed in the most
efficient and effective way given each park’s budget resources. This process now has
been adopted by the NPS as a whole, and is part of the NPS Legacy Initiative to promote
management excellence. The core operations process is park-based and park-driven,
giving park managers a powerful tool to improve the connection between their financial
resources and their core needs.

In this process, a park looks at a projection of its base budget over the next five years,
based on past allocations. It then determines what its core needs are based on its enabling
legislation and other documents relevant to its purpose and establishment. With those
core needs, a park then develops a list of priorities. Once its priorities are set, a park
looks at all the activities it performs with its current budget and personnel and then asks:
Do these activities match the priorities? Which activities are essential and which may not
be? If some activities are not essential, could the resources for those activities be
redirected toward essential functions? Or, if the park has a projected budget deficit in its
out-years, could non-essential activities be eliminated to help the park operate within its
means?

In addition, the core operations process indicates whether a park is able to fulfill its core
fanctions with the resources currently allocated to it. This kind of information and
analysis is essential in ensuring the credibility of park budgets, but will also help park
managers strategically plan for the future based on a sound understanding of what
resources they will have and how they will need to allocate them. To date, 26 parks in
the Intermountain Region have adopted the core operations process, and we anticipate all
82 Intermountain Region parks will implement the process by 2009. The National Park
Service nationwide has committed to initiating core operation reviews at 50 parks. This
is not a one-time exercise, but a change in the way we plan our ongoing efforts. Each
year, parks will look at their budget projection and use this tool for strategic planning.

Using this process we have achieved efficiencies by combining positions, encouraging
partnerships, using new technology, reducing vehicle fleets, recovering costs, eliminating
low-priority activities, and contracting out work that does not need to be performed by
federal personnel. Interestingly, in some larger parks, a significant portion of a park’s
operations are conducted with non-Federal personnel. For example, only 28 percent of
the workforce at Mesa Verde is comprised of Federal employees. The remainder of the
work is accomplished by concessioners, contractors, cooperators, and other non-Federal
sources. By taking these steps toward management excellence, we can maximize the
value of the nearly $560 million we receive from Congress to care for the parks of the
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Intermountain Region while also achieving the other thematic goals in the Legacy
Initiative.

The Intermountain Region has used approximately 65 percent of its recreation fee funds
on deferred maintenance projects, excluding the cost of collecting those funds. Overall,
the region spent approximately $53 million from all fund sources in FY 04 on deferred
maintenance projects. These dollars have largely funded improvements to physical assets
such as buildings, roads, utilities, and trails. For example, Arches National Park used a
10-member Student Conservation Association crew to repair seven miles of trail. A
similar effort was undertaken by a youth group at Chiricahua National Monument in
Arizona. In addition, deferred maintenance projects improved disability access to visitor
facilities at El Morro National Monument in New Mexico and Wupatki National
Monument in Arizona. Additional projects in Arizona included upgrading the Mather
Campground at Grand Canyon and repairing historic structures at Hubbell Trading Post
National Historic Site.

The Legacy Initiative emphasizes conservation of park resources. The Intermountain
Region has established a record of providing superior stewardship of resources by
applying innovative and conscientious management to secure the most benefits from the
dollars we receive from Congress. The Legacy Initiative also pledges support for outdoor
recreation, which contributes to the overall health of Americans. Ensuring that parks
continue to be prime places for recreational activity requires maintaining park facilities
such as trails, roads, campgrounds, visitor centers and other amenities.

For example, the Intermountain Region has made extensive and effective use of
Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Units (CESUs), which are composed of universities,
governmental and non-profit partners that provide the NPS with research, technical
assistance, and educational opportunities. The Intermountain Region has used $300,000
in base funds as “seed money” to attract matching funds. For each $1 in Intermountain
Region funds, we are able to attract more than $40 from other fund sources. In FY 2005,
CESU projects were valued at $13 million and in FY 04, CESUs provided approximately
$1.8 million in support for cultural resource projects. To enhance CESU capacity to
provide support for cultural resource projects, the Intermountain Region has moved three
cultural resource experts to the three CESUs that serve the Intermountain Region.
Overall, the Intermountain Region spent approximately $3.7 million on cultural resource
activities in FY 2005, down slightly from $3.8 million in 2004 and $3.9 million in 2003.
Even so, we believe our capacity to protect cultural resources has improved due to our
aggressive use of CESUs and our efforts to improve the cultural resource capacities of
CESUs.

The Intermountain Region is also proud of the accomplishments of the Vanishing
Treasures Program, a program originally designed to address inadequate funding for
protection of historic and pre-historic ruins in the region’s national park units. That
program has been generously funded by Congress for the last 10 years and has provided
more than 60 new cultural resource positions. In FY 2005, the program received $1.5
million.
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Ensuring the long-term relevancy of the National Park System to America’s diverse
demographics and its young people is another prime objective of the Intermountain
Region through the Legacy Initiative. Data on park visitation suggest that visitors to
units of the national park system are predominately middle to upper income, and largely .
Caucasian. To expand the reach of our national parks to a broader segment of the
population, the Intermountain Region has pioneered a program called “teacher-to-ranger-
to-teacher” that brings public school teachers into our parks to work as rangers. The
teachers undergo training comparable to that of other seasonal park rangers and then
return to their classrooms with lesson plans developed from their park work experiences.
The Intermountain Region has entered into agreements with 11 school districts in
Colorado and Texas, focusing specifically on districts that serve underprivileged children.
To date, eighteen teacher-rangers have worked approximately 6,000 hours in eight parks
at a cost to the National Park Service of $45,000.

We believe the benefits of this program are significant. As teachers return to the
classroom following their park experiences, they bring to their students first-hand
knowledge of the important issues facing parks. For many of these students, their
teachers may serve as their first or only link to the natural and cultural resources managed
by the NPS. We believe relationships like these are essential to ensuring that the national-
park idea flourishes in the coming decades.

Within the Intermountain Region, the Office of Indian Affairs and American Culture
(TAAC) promotes constructive working relationships between national parks and diverse
cultural communities. The office assists parks, Tribes, park-affiliated communities, and
other Federal and state agencies, by implementing policies and projects that increase
mutual cooperation and support the mission of the NPS. The IAAC provides a wide
range of technical and professional services to all national parks in the Intermountain
Region and also provides support services to all 388 national parks in the nation for the
implementation of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990.
The IAAC comprises several distinct but related programs, including tribal liaison, the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act program, ethnography,
technical assistance to Long Distance Trails, International Affairs, and other NPS
programs to facilitate involvement of communities with historical and contemporary
connections to heritage resources.

In recent years the Intermountain Region has become increasingly involved in issues
involving our international borders. The Region includes seven units along the United
States-Mexico border, which provided outstanding recreational opportunities to more
than 3 million visitors in 2004. Impacts from human and vehicular activity associated
with increased border activities has caused serious damage to park cultural and natural
resources in these border parks. - Some of the NPS units in southern Arizona include
endangered and sensitive species habitat and wilderness areas, making damage to these
scarce resources even more tragic. Yet, effects to the parks are not limited to endangered
species or wilderness. At Padre Island National Seashore, for example, visitors have
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encountered evidence of drug smuggling along park beaches. This kind of illegal activity
affects parks significantly and can impact the quality of the visitor experience.

The Department of Homeland Security is the primary agency responsible for
international border security, and DHS has significantly increased its efforts and
resources in securing the Southwest border. We are currently working with DHS to
establish plans of action for ensuring appropriate border security in parks along the
border. For NPS, Congress has provided additional funding in each of the last three years
to address the impacts on park resources and visitors, including funding for additional
law enforcement positions and a vehicle barrier at Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument and Coronado National Memorial. To ensure that we continue to meet the
core mission of the NPS, park rangers performing law enforcement in the border park
areas meet all NPS and Department of the Interior training standards for law
enforcement. Additionally, the NPS provides advanced tactical law enforcement training
to rangers working in border parks facing high risks from illegal smuggling activities. To
further advance the goal of secure borders, health and safety, and resource protection, the
NPS works cooperatively with DHS Customs and Border Protection.

In conclusion, we are deeply committed to protecting the places in our care and ensuring
quality visitor experiences for present and future generations. We deeply appreciate the
support parks have received from Congress and from the American people. Thank you
for the opportunity to be here today. Iwould be happy to respond to any questions you or
other members of the subcommittee may have.
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Mr. SOUDER. First, I ask for unanimous consent that all full
statements and materials referred to by the witnesses be included
in the record. Without objection, so-ordered.

In the interest in full disclosure, I want to say that my son works
for the National Park Service in the Denver office under Mr. Frost,
and, in fact, I just learned yesterday that he’s been active in some
of the core ops issues we’re going to be working with in this ques-
tion of core ops, that as a business undergrad and MBA and a per-
son that owns a private business, some of the questions are why
didn’t we do some of this a long time ago, but that’s true generally
across the Government, and I know there’s been variations of this
done for years.

How would you first describe what you’re doing in core oper-
ations and doing a budget analysis, how would you say this differs
most from the way that you were doing it in parks?

Mr. FrosST. I don’t think previously parks generally speaking had
a way to look at the resources they were getting and determine
whether or not they were going to the essential needs of the parks.
They—until our budget request, I think park to park, weren’t
based on a substantial analysis of what those park needs really
were, so parks grew often in sort of an ad hoc fashion, depending
on the leadership and the personnel and the time and the place,
and this is really the first time we’ve conducted I think a thorough
analysis of why each park was established, what its essential needs
are, what it really needs to be doing, given what Congress initially
asked it to do, and then to ensure that the resources it has goes
directly to those needs.

Mr. SOUDER. We work basically working under the 5-minute
rule, which we’ll be a little generous with you here. Because this
hearing is in the field, it’s not quite like Washington, but when it
goes red, that means on opening statement for the second panel,
that you need to start winding up to the degree possible, and we
want to make sure we get the information in the record, and for
Members it means we now know we’re ticking on overtime, because
we need to do a second round.

When you do a core ops review at a park, is there going to be—
are you looking at producing a document that will then go to the
regional, and then the national headquarters, that will give like a
tiered view of here is what we have, here is what we believe our
No. 1 priorities are? You do that to some degree now in your review
process to set up what you're going to fund. How do you see this
kind of tiered proposal looking different as it comes up to the re-
gional office and national office in budgeting?

Mr. FroST. This is a much more thorough analysis, and it will
include a provisional management plan based on the park’s prior-
ities. It will include the kind of efficiencies the park believes it can
gain under a park-based budget increase, or to support the need for
additional funds if it shows that it can’t be used core operations,
and each park will generate with the help of the regional office a
report that goes to the director, and then that will be used as a
credible source of information to go to Congress to explain what the
needs of those individual parks are.

Mr. SOUDER. I don’t want to—what’s unusual about this Commit-
tee, because we do investigations, is we have the ability to sub-
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poena any documents including e-mails and phone logs, which usu-
ally we don’t have to do. Occasionally we do. I don’t want to make
this as an official document request at this point because I want
to work on a friendly basis with the Park Service, but what I would
like to see at some point, if you can talk to the regional and the
national office so that we have a better idea of this, is if you have
completed the core ops at any park where it is that far along, com-
pare it to a document that came up previously so we can see the
practical impact of how the decisionmaking process is occurring in
the budgeting process and what that difference might be, and if we
can just leave it and if you can take it back to regional head-
quarters and figure out what’s the best way to work this through,
because I don’t want to stifle a new project while you're still trying
to work through the details, but at the same time trying to under-
stand what the funding levels are and how we’re going to do trade-
offs in support for us to see what kind of requests are coming into
the system, whether it be the Resources Committee, the Appropria-
tions Committee, and what type of future requests are coming in
and what form and what that process is in its early stages. So to
the degree you can look through that, and then we’ll in a friendly
forum try to work out a document request that is workable inside
the system.

You also had an interesting quote in here in your written state-
ment that 28 percent of the work force in Mesa Verde is comprised
of Federal employees. One of the constant questions here is the
basis for contracting out.

Let me ask. Do you know, Ms. Wilson, how many in your park,
or also at Grand Canyon, would be contracted out versus Federal
employees in the group cluster of parks that you work with?

Ms. WiLsON. We actually have 34 permanent employees for the
Flagstaff areas. You could probably estimate that we—for like our
cultural resources, we contract out about 35 percent of our work
there. For maintenance, we contract out about 50 percent of our
work. I can’t give you the exact numbers of people, but that will
give you a rough idea of what we’re currently contracting out.

Mr. SOUDER. What about at Grand Canyon.

Mr. ALSTON. I can’t give you an exact number, but I suspect it’s
in that same range. When you look at our concession employees,
I think we have about 1,500 concession employees, versus 400 per-
manent employees, and 360, I guess, is the actual number. You
look at all of the other things we contract out, all the way from
trash collection to research, to what have you, it may even be lower
than that.

Mr. SOUDER. Two kind of class pressure questions that come up
constantly, and I want to raise it, and I'd like to get each of your
comments. In contracting out, at what point in contracting out—Ilet
me give you a brief side point. We had a big discussion in Home-
land Security about after the U.S. Visit Program, we found people
were abusing that and were coming in who were on our terrorist
watch list. So we decided arbitrarily that people at the desk at the
State Department who were clearing people coming into the United
States, should be Homeland Security employees. What we found by
doing that, which was a form of contracting out to another Govern-
ment agency, was that—that was the entry level point for training
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State Department employees, and if we knocked them out of that
slot, the State Department employees were coming into a manage-
ment position, and we had no integration system into the State De-
partment.

At what point in contracting out in the Park Service—I under-
stand it produces flexibility, but at what point do we not then have
a way for people to get started in the Park Service? We have sea-
sonal rangers, and in contracting out our seasonal rangers, they're
not just contracting out, they are your Federal employees. Is it now
only seasonal rangers working in the Park Service and now you
have seasonal rangers who have been doing it for 14 years trying
to get permanent status. At what point do we dry up the system?
Anybody want to take that?

I know it’'s been debated on the floor of Congress a couple of
times as far as have we been spending money and are looking at
contracting out, and the figure you have is probably for the most
heavily contracted out Federal agency forever.

Mr. FrosT. I think that has a lot to do with concessions oper-
ations, and those kinds of things. I think there are still a substan-
tial number of positions for people to enter into the Park Service
and become permanent civil servants.

Ms. WILSON. I think one of the things we can show here in Flag-
staff is some of the contracting out, as Rick mentioned in his state-
ment, that we work closely with the CESUs, and one of the CESUs
actually happens to at Northern Arizona University [NAU], and so
through some of those contracts that we’re doing, for example in
archeology, is working with the students on NAU, so we’re provid-
ing them some sort of basis of what the Park Service is all about,
and, in fact, we have been able to hire some of those students on
after they work as intern or contract basis. They come in as a term
employee, and then eventually into a permanent position. And a lot
of that was through the program banishing produce that we were
able to bring on those archeologists. So there still is a conduit in
some respects.

Mr. SOUDER. One of the other controversial areas that you hear
at every park and from every superintendent is a basic reduction
in the number of seasonal or permanent that deal with interpreta-
tion, that as a Member of Congress struggling with—if anybody
goes with me to a park and wears a ranger hat, you are constantly
asked where is the nearest restroom, how to a get to so and so, in
addition to substantive questions, because clearly there is a market
demand to capital ratings on the ground.

On the other hand, in our whole society, whether it be at grocery
stores, retail operations, or everywhere, being that type of ability,
museums are declining and growing more automated.

Do any of you want to comment on that question inside the Park
Service, because it seems to me that we’ve had some improvement
in visitor centers, some improvement in Internet, but this is the
type of thing that we try to figure out to how to extend the value
of the human interpretation into new methods, is going to be one
%f the big decisions that affect the personnel decision in the Park

ervice.

Mr. FROST. One of the things that the core operations process is
doing, is it looks at each division inside the park and determines



19

if that division is able to carry out its mission, and interpretation
is one of those divisions at every park, and in the core operations
analyses that I have facilitated, interpretation really has worked
hard to try to determine if it can do the job of educating visitors
in a variety of new ways using new technology, while at the same
time continuing to provide the fireside talks and the general inter-
pretation that the public has come to love and respect in the parks.

Mr. SOUDER. At Grand Canyon, have you seen more insignificant
reduction in the numbers of people in interpretation in the talks?
What kinds of pressures do you have?

Mr. ALSTON. Well, as you said, the public truly loves that per-
sonal contact with our interpreters, and going back a little bit to
your subject on contracting out, our employees—one of the things
that we look at whether we can actually contract services in which
you write into a contract, as you mentioned, when a visitor comes
up and talks to somebody, they ask all of these questions, and
whether that’s a trash collector or whether that’s one of our inter-
pretive rangers, or myself, for that matter, that’s part of the job we
do, and that’s an awfully hard thing to write into a contract.

But I would say that we’ve done a pretty darn good job. We’d al-
ways love to have more folks out there talking to visitors. We’d love
to give more programs, but we've tried to keep that division as
whole as we possibly can, and, in fact, over the last 5 years we've
moved a disproportionate number into that division. Of course,
those folks, they all do good work and they would like to see more
dollars there.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. Mr. Turner.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to state again
how impressed I am with the culture of our National Park Service.
When someone comes to our natural parks and they do meet a
ranger or someone who is in the National Park Service or working
for them, you have been able to maintain an incredible sense of
hosting the individual, welcoming the individual, and an incredible
sense of maintaining the wonderment that each new person that
comes in and sees these things for the first time is expressing, and
your echoing of that is something that I think really does enhance
the experience and is the type of culture that you really see
throughout your organization, and I think any Fortune 500 com-
pany would be jealous. So certainly, my congratulations to the lead-
ership that you're able to continue that and perpetuate it.

Mr. Frost, my question is going to be for the entire panel, but
it’s going to focus a little bit on your portion of your title that in-
cludes external relations. The one thing that strikes me when
you’re in the natural park, is looking at the functions that the su-
perintendents are responsible for or that everybody there is respon-
sible for. They’re mayors, they’re managers, they’re financial direc-
tors. They have all of these responsibilities in executing what is
preservation of the assets that are there and making it welcoming
for the people who come.

In the welcoming address that we had here this morning, one of
the first topics that was raised was the issue of economic develop-
ment, and certainly our National Park System works closely with
the communities that host them to enhance the economic develop-
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ment potential of the regions. You are in part an economic develop-
ment driver, but it requires coordination and external relations.

Many of the issues that I heard about during our tour, related
also to issues of your host communities, some issues of Indian af-
fairs, some issues of how small businesses might be able to impact
and nurture, issues of housing, transportation access.

A lot of these issues are addressed by other Federal agencies. So
you have, one, the interaction between the National Park Service
and the other Federal agencies that impact your operations, and,
two, the communities that host you, and the hope that both you
would have a better product and we would have greater economic
development.

So I ask that each of you would speak for a moment on your ef-
forts and successes and things that you think we could do better
in supporting your efforts on both inter-governmental relations on
the local level and the Federal level. I look forward to your re-
sponse, Mr. Frost.

Mr. FrosT. Well, I think the Park Service culture has undergone
a bit of a shift in the last 10 years, and much of this is driven by
the fact that in the eight States of the intermountain west and
southwest, populations have exploded. So while park units were
once sort of isolated islands far removed from people and the peo-
ple came to them in the summertime to visit and went away, now
they frequently find themselves surrounded by permanent commu-
nities, communities that have moved to that area largely because
of the beautiful landscapes, the scenery, and the attractions, and
the culture of those park units.

As a result of that, we have worked very hard to welcome people
and bring them into our decisionmaking process and make them a
part of what we’ve done, and that is, you know, taking some time,
and there have been some bumps along the way.

One of the issues that I was first confronted with when I came
to the Park Service is we had a superintendent that denied a spe-
cial use permit for a run in his park, and the park was nearby the
communities of Grand Junction. Well, the people of Grand Junction
are politically very sophisticated. They went straight to their con-
gressional delegation and they said, “Look at this guy, he’s not let-
ting us do an event that we've done in this park for years,” and
the superintendent had significant concerns. He had safety con-
cerns with people because there were both cars and people on the
road at the same time.

What he hadn’t done is gone to the community and explained,
“Look, I'm really worried about your safety. Is there a way we
could do this and be protected.” He just did not sign the special use
permit, told the people they weren’t going to get it, and that was
it.

Well, they put a hold on the confirmation of the Director of the
Park Service, the Senators did, until we figured out a way to make
this work, and low and behold, we did figure out a way to make
it work.

But that I think kind of is more and more anomalous. We are
more tuned into the people around us, how to talk with them in
a way that is not bureaucratic, it’s straightforward in taking their
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concerns into account, and still do the fundamental job we have to
do with resource protection and visitor enjoyment.

Ms. WILSON. One of the things I've seen over the years, I’'ve been
a superintendent for almost 12 years now in a variety of parks, and
I think one the things we’ve seen over the years is where super-
intendents are no longer living in the parks. We are actually living
in the communities where we are neighbors to the folks who are
neighbors with the park.

I think we've also seen a great deal of work here in Flagstaff.
One of my members generally attends or regularly attends the
tourism commission meetings, working very closely with the visitor
and convention bureau so that we’re looking at spreading out and
lengthening the stay here for folks who are coming to Flagstaff. Be-
sides going to Grand Canyon, we also have three other parks that
are within a 30-mile radius of Flagstaff, and we want to work very
closely with the city and the county and our other neighbors as we
go through this.

We're active participants in fire planning in the community. We
were active participants a few years back with some land-use plan-
ning within the area. We're currently working very closely with the
Forest Service because our land is adjacent to them, both in fire
and interpretive partnerships and other types of things, knowing
that we need to get together to get the job done, because all of us
have constraints within our budget, and if we put ourselves—kind
of get ourselves working together, we hopefully can get the job done
a little bit better.

Mr. ALsSTON. Well, I would say that at Grand Canyon, we have
a pretty remarkable relationship with our business community. Not
only do we have a primary concessionaire that grosses literally tens
and tens of millions of dollars, but—I would have to get the exact
number, but probably a couple hundred other small businesses all
the way from backpackers, to river runners, to tour guide compa-
nies, and trying to coordinate all of that, of course, is a lot of work,
and all of those folks have their own special interests and want
their access to be just right, and we try to work with them as best
we can, but it’s obviously a fairly daunting challenge.

We are surrounding communities—my personal history with this
has been one of a pretty simple axiom. If the community is doing
well economically, then they’re pretty darn supportive of what you
are about, and if you're working with them and at least being at-
tentive to their economic interest—you can’t always accommodate
every proposal that comes in the door, obviously.

A lot of times, just by being receptive to new ideas, you can actu-
ally cause people to do a little better than they might otherwise,
and that’s been my experience, is that it’s in our personal interest
to have the people that are serving our visitors doing well, so that
they can continue to provide good services, and I think that’'s—we
see that throughout the National Park System, and I think you go
into your meetings with the business community with sort of that
attitude, it resolves a lot of your issues and you find out that you've
got a lot of folks out there that have—they’re here for the same
reasons we are. They don’t want to see the resources spoiled. They
live in this part of the world because they truly value the quality
of life that is here, and that’s our common bound.
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Mr. TURNER. In talking to superintendents or others about the
National Park Service, one of the things we talk about in looking
at funding and in needs, is the attendance of the parks, and when
you talk to the various parks as to its attendance increasing, is it
decreasing, what are you experiencing, one of the questions that
arises inevitably is the methodology for determining attendance,
and specifically it’s even compounded in parks like Canyon de
Chelly, at least that one would have, and even some data in which
to turn in justifying their numbers.

If I could get each of your thoughts on if you have a concern with
the methodologies that are being applied and whether or not we're
being successful in capturing the true attendance of our parks.

Mr. FROST. Joe, why don’t you start with that.

Mr. ALSTON. If I could, I would like to refer to Leah back here
who is our fee collection coordinator for the park for a number of
years, and she has more than experience in counting numbers than
anybody else that I'm aware of.

Mr. SOUDER. Can you stand up. I'll give you the oath, and spell
your name.

Mr. ALSTON. Sorry to put you on the spot, Leah.

Mr. SOUDER. Spell your name.

Ms. McGINNIS. Leah, L-e-a-h, McGinnis, M-c-G-i-n-n-i-s.

[Witness sworn. ]

Ms. McGINNIS. I would have to say that I think that we do a
very good job of tracking our numbers right now. This last year,
or actually over the last 2 years at Grand Canyon, we have inte-
grated into our cash register system different ways of counting the
cars that come in and the number of people that are in those cars,
and we use those numbers and work with our regional office on
statistics to make sure that the formulas that we have in our num-
bers match what is coming through the booth, and we made some
adjustments to those numbers over this last year, and we feel that
now we're doing a very good job of capturing the number of visitors
and the types of visitors as far as recreational or non-recreational
visitors to the park.

Mr. FrosT. We would be happy to provide you, too, with an ex-
planation of the methodologies used in the Intermountain Region
and nation-wide so you have that.

Ms. WILSON. In the Flagstaff areas, we're obviously much small-
er than the Grand Canyon. We probably get in a year what you get
in a month, but we use basic methods, and that’s literally hand
counters, because in a lot of cases to access the most popular trail
at Walnut Canyon, you go to the visitors center, and to be able to
come in, we have hand counters, and things like that.

We're starting in some cases, while redoing roads and things like
that, to put traffic counters in to get a more accurate count, but
I think we'’re fairly accurate in where we are right now.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Renzi.

Mr. RENZI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Frost, thank you for
your testimony and your willingness to come out today. Let me cut
to the chase here. With the increase in fees being proposed at the
Grand Canyon from $20 to $25, we're looking at 80 percent to be
retained locally. Is that correct?

Mr. FROST. Yes.
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Mr. RENZI. From a timing standpoint, from a needs analysis,
what is driving the increase right now.

Mr. FrosT. Well, I'll let Joe answer this in greater detail, but
par‘lc{ly it’s to solve some of the transportation safety issues at the
park.

Mr. ALSTON. That is precisely right.

Mr. RENZI. Is it current transportation, or is it the transportation
plan that you and I have been working on?

Mr. ALSTON. The one you and I have been working on.

Mr. RENZI. So we're getting ready now for the rate increase now,
and I guess you can anticipate new buses, the new construction
of-

Mr. ALSTON. Right, as well as the bypass road so we can help
reduce the lines in the park.

Mr. RENZI. Joe, when you and I were in Washington talking
about the transportation plan, I was under the impression, and it’s
my own assumption probably, and you know I have great respect
for you, that if an American patriot drives all away across country
with his 12 kids, and they become a patriot because that drive with
12 kids is hard, and they get to the park, and the average Amer-
ican has an alternative to get on the bus which costs them a lot
less compared to the fee now of possibly $25, then he’s got an op-
tion at that point. But right now, how long will it be before there
is an option to have, or is there an option right now, to have a less-
er entrance fee for that family that has come all the way and made
the trek like Mike made?

Mr. ALSTON. I'm not sure what your question is.

Mr. RENZI. Right now, you can either drive in with your car and
pay the $25, or you could park outside.

1\/{{1‘. ALSTON. Right now there is no real alternative to get in the
park.

Mr. RENZI. My point is, shouldn’t we wait to increase the fee
until we have that alternative so that regular Americans have the
option, they have something cheaper? I'm talking about timing
issues.

Mr. ALSTON. Yeah, well, part of that is that we need to get on
With1 the business of trying to get that transportation system put
in place.

Mr. RENZI. That’s right, so what you do is that really you don’t
have the money. When we talk about capital improvements, Con-
gress is not stepping up from an appropriation standpoint to fund
the transportation plan that we authorized.

Mr. ALSTON. Well, I suppose that is one way of looking at it. We
look at it a little different in that we have to put together a pro-
posal to Congress for your consideration that lays out using those
fee demonstration dollars to fund this in the absence of a line item
appropriation.

Mr. RENZI. In the absence of.

Mr. ALSTON. Yes.

Mr. RENzI. Why would we go with the line item? Why wouldn’t
we go with—maybe you don’t want to go there.

Mr. ALSTON. Yeah. No.

Mr. RENZI. Mr. Frost, could you help me? Why wouldn’t we go—
you know I earmark. I have no problem earmarking for the park,
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but there’s a lot of people that don’t want to. Why would we go
down there—if we are going to be holier than thou, why would we
go with a line authorization and then transfer that over to an
approps? Why do we go through the 3-year process.

Mr. Frost. Well, you know, I think this is getting into a philo-
sophical discussion, but I think part of it is when you come to a
park like Grand Canyon and you pay the fee for that park, you're
getting services at that park.

Mr. RENZI. You're paying for infrastructure, but at $25, at what
point does it become too much?

Mr. FrosT. Right, but, sir, you asked earlier, the family driving
across the country, what can they expect? Well, if you buy a $50
park pass, you can stop at all the parks that Congressman Turner
mentioned. You get a great deal. That sort of amortizes your costs
to maybe $5 to $10 a park, depending on how ambitious you are.
With Congressman Turner, is was probably about 50 cents, but you
do get the great value, and it’s about half of what it costs to fill
up your mini-van.

Mr. RENZI. If we're looking at raising fees, particularly tied to
transportation plans as you want to do here, and we’re looking at
what I think is a limited amount of funding to the park to take
care of operating costs, how do we then find the capital improve-
ments that we need, for instance for the water infrastructure which
is aged at the Grand Canyon? In the 2% years that I've been here,
I've been there nine times. I can’t get away from this. It’s beautiful.
But I know what the Grand Canyon needs. I know the hardships
there, and I know—I see the infrastructure degrading as it is right
now.

So my point is if we don’t get out of the cycle of funding and find-
ing new moneys through fees that are attached to capital improve-
ments, and we don’t go with authorization of line item appropria-
tions, then we really are totally burdening the public, and we're
burdening the public of those who are the most avid outdoorsmen,
our healthiest public, our recreationalists.

Mr. FrRoOST. Well, I mean, there is, of course, a whole variety of
pots of money that we draw from to do these things. We have fee
demonstration dollars. We have site maintenance money. So——

Mr. RENZI. I'm with you, but it’s not enough.

Mr. FrosT. Well, that’s exactly why we’re doing this core oper-
ations analysis, because park to park, we want to be able to come
to Congress with a straight face and say in this park at this time,
these are our needs based on what Congress asked us to do with
this public trust.

Mr. RENZI. You bet they will come to us and say, “We can’t do
the transportation funding unless you give us the money, otherwise
don’t ask us to spend the money studying it, don’t ask us to take
all the people off their regular jobs and go do it, and then not give
us the money to do it on an authorization appropriations line, rath-
er than constantly looking at fees. I think at $25, we’re looking at
a break point with the American people, in my opinion.

What do you think about the program? I don’t know if you want
to comment on this. This would be like American to American
maybe, possibly. American to American—sworn-in American to
American. The Centennial Program, what would you think about
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new money, where would you go if you were in our shoes for new
money, whether it’s the Centennial Programs, the idea that Ameri-
cans can send money from their tax—from their rebates from their
taxes to the parks. Where else creatively would you all go for new
money?

Mr. FrROST. I have to tell you that what I see as our obligation
as a Federal agency, is to be able to look at the trust that we've
been given, and to assess what our needs are, to be stewards of
that trust, what resources we need to do that effectively, and then
come to Congress and say straightforwardly this is what we need,
and then it’s up to Congress to tell us, well, we're going to give you
this money in this way. You can raise your fees, we can give you
an increased appropriation. You need to work with your partners.
You need private sector money, but that’s——

Mr. RENZI. You look at the private sector and the non-profits. In
my opinion, our pockets now—without the non-profits, we really
are dead in the water. We really do have such a unique public pri-
vate partnership right now, that the park themselves, I don’t think
would sustain themselves without it.

Mr. FrosT. I think we are increasing reliance tremendously on
partners, but we ought to. We’re all working together in this enter-
prise. We’re not lone wolves by ourselves doing this job. We have
to work with a number of people.

Mr. RENZI. Thank you for your honesty.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Frost, I have a couple—we’ll give this to you
as a written question, but we’re going to make a request for the—
at least for the Arizona parks, what the staffing levels were in a
couple of chosen years and what they are now so we can have a
comparison of what’s happening inside the parks.

Do you have in the—I know in the bigger, more wilderness area
park, but let’s say here more predominantly in Arizona, do you
have many in-holdings in the park?

Mr. FROST. We have some in-holdings in the parks.

Mr. SOUDER. In the other parks in the Intermountain Region
where you have more in-holdings, do you keep by the Park Serv-
ice—do you keep data on the amount of acreage in the in-holdings
by park?

Mr. FrRoST. I think most parks know that individually. Don’t
they, Joe?

Mr. ALSTON. Sure.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you have that at a regional level?

N M(i" FRrROST. We can provide it. I don’t have it off the top of my
ead.

Mr. SOUDER. It’s something that you keep as a data base.

Mr. FROST. Absolutely.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you have that also by dollar value estimate of
what——

Mr. FROST. Probably not, because we wouldn’t get dollar value
until somebody—one of the light in-holders said to us they were in-
terested in either selling that park or selling that land and donat-
ing it, then we would have it assessed.

Mr. SOUDER. The acreage and estimated dollar of people who de-
sire to sell.
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Mr. FrROST. We would probably have that, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Can we have that for the Intermountain? One of
the things we’re trying to figure out—one of the anchoring things
around the Centennial Act and other things we’re looking at, is the
100th birthday of the park is coming up, and we should plan
ahead. Last time we really had a vision for the kind of Park Serv-
ice in Lowell’s vision in 1966, and the question is what can we do
to prompt that type of vision. Should it be for employees and main-
tenance? Should it be let’s close in-holdings? Are there gaps in the
Park Service in that there should be some kind of accommodation
thereof? And one thing that is absolutely clear is we have major in-
holdings questions in the United States. If you could see what you
have structured without having to do a bunch of research inside
the Intermountain Division, which has many of our wilderness
parks, as well as many of our smaller parks, and of those in-hold-
ings, how many of those in-holdings are trying to sell now that we
don’t have the money to buy, versus those who conceivably could
come on, and those who are grandfathered in who are never going
to sell, and then as the pending resolution of the Colorado case—
if was a person that their land was—that they had a time limit on
it, and now they don’t want to leave.

Mr. FrROST. That’s I think very close to resolution.

Mr. SOUDER. That is a terrible process on the in-holdings ques-
tion, going into an agreement. I know one of our colleagues dis-
agrees with that, and I'm shocked that he would be the person to
disagree with that, but the whole question on the in-holdings and
trying to fill out the parks, has been huge, and the Indiana Dunes
and the Sleeping Bear, National Lakeshore, clearly has erupted in
Alaska in a big way with the family out by McCarthy, the pilgrims
who are now gone, but it’s a huge question, because in some parks,
you have the parks destroyed if you don’t resolve this in-holdings
question, and I was just up to Acadia and they have a huge ques-
tion at Acadia with questions on in-holdings, and that maybe to
somebody that ought to be a priority.

When you look at core ops, do you—in trying to analyze the vi-
sion of the park—this is an interesting process. Here you have in-
holdings in the park where you have a willing seller. You have traf-
fic problems which are in every park. We were just hearing about
Grand Canyon. You have questions about the number of employees
and whether—almost all of our parks have pressure on the number
of employees they have right now, combined with wilderness re-
sponsibilities, fish and wildlife responsibilities, archeological re-
sponsibilities, how exactly do you bring these together to prioritize?
Because there are different types of goals that may or may not be
related. They are all related kind of to a mission.

Mr. Frost. That’s correct. What we do is we look at the enabling
legislation of the park first, and in some parks it’s very specific,
and in some parks it’s much more general, but that’s a good start
because that’s the direction that Congress has given us with about
what we should do with that particular park to park need.

Mr. SOUDER. The Grand Canyon has been through this process.

Mr. FROST. It’s going through this process right now.

Mr. SOUDER. So, for example, in Grand Canyon, in-holdings ques-
tions.
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Mr. ALSTON. As far as I know, we have only one small in-holding
on the north side of that park of about 160 acres, and there’s no
adverse use out there, so it’s not an issue for us.

Mr. SOUDER. So clearly transportation, local traffic using road
that goes through, how many people can be on the rim in July and
August and not be on top of each other, and observation by folks
going up three decks. How do you balance the transportation sys-
tem versus the priority for interpretation, versus the priority for
preservation, versus the getting off on things which probably were
there buried in the original enabling legislation, but may not have
been a major focus because the major focus was preserving the can-
yon, not saving mining sites, Native American sites, archeological
questions, probably one of the most driving questions in the ena-
bling legislation. People were looking at preserving the Canyon,
a}?d?yet now other things may have come up. How did you resolve
this?

Mr. FrosT. I think what you do is you look at things that the
Department has been asked to do through enabling legislation and
other documents, and then the park sets its priorities based on
what it feels it has to do to meet its basic resource protection, visi-
tor enjoyment, and safety goals. The park sets those priorities and
then looks at it. The whole impact activity such as cleaning the
bathrooms, the road maintenance, the snow removal, to scientific
examination, to resource protection, to law enforcement, and see if
those—match those activities against the priorities, and see if those
activities are really clearly directed at those priorities, and if
they’re not, to adjust them so they’re really getting the people in
the park doing the job that the park basically needs to do, and in
that process it falls out whether you need to, for example, maintain
back country roads that you have had maintained before, is that
something that you need to do, or are you providing education pro-
grams in the schools nearby. Is that something that somebody else
can take up that you really ought to be doing as part of your park
resources and protection directive. It is the whole variety of activi-
ties that the parks are engaged in to try and make sure that those
activities match with the parks needs and priorities.

Mr. SOUDER. Are you setting grids up with points and then wait-
ing with the different variables; is that how you

Mr. FrRoST. Well, you look at all of the activities division by divi-
sion, and the park goes through this in the initial exercise, and
then in subsequent months and it tries to make sure that what it’s
people are on the ground doing, matches up with the priorities it
sets for itself, based on the directives it’s been given by Congress
and through other supporting documents, and frequently there’s a
little bit of a disconnect because often parks grow in sort of an ad
hoc basis.

There’s project money to do this, or there is a very strong chief
of interpretation or chief of maintenance that gets money to do
other things, and it doesn’t have the sort of a strategic plan, so we
want to be able to come to Congress and say these are the things
that the park is doing, this is what its needs are, and here is ex-
actly what they are and why we said that.

Mr. SOUDER. On the demonstration fee, if I could just pull—be-
cause this is a very unusual opportunity here at this hearing, and
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I know I'm going over with my followup questions. First off, one big
thing we hear in backlog dollars—excuse me—in demonstration fee
dollars, is that many parks would like to use that for operations,
or at least part of that. Is there any park that has a demonstration
fee that has eliminated the backlog?

Mr. FrosT. I think that sort of an eliminating the backlog is a
loose—I mean, I have a house that was built in 1917. I don’t think
I'll ever eliminate that backlog as long as I live. I'll always be re-
placing sewer pipes or shingles or carpets, and while that is not a
precise analogy, I think it is on point.

Mr. SOUDER. Congress intended the demonstration fee to be
mostly used for backlog or new projects. If we were to relax that,
saying we're running short, how would you set a figure that if
you’ve achieved 50 percent of your backlog, you could use 25 per-
cent on operations? How would you—given the backlog is such an
illusory figure, would we—because the goal here was not to use
this fee for an annual raise.

At the same time, sometimes the backlog may not be as urgent
as in other places as the operations budget.

Mr. FROST. Our condition assessment system and the FMFS data
base we're putting together allows the park to look at its facilities
and say these are facilities that are in poor condition, these are the
facilities that are in good condition, this is the kind of work that
needs to be done, and that does two things. One, it allows the De-
partment to set its priorities, where it wants to put its resources
and what we need most to protect, and, two, it will help us get a
better handle on the illusive backlog figure.

We are getting better every year at honing in on exactly what
needs to be done inside the parks, and really that has been a proc-
ess that we are undergoing that is going to help us be much more
effective in targeting the resources.

Mr. SOUDER. One of the major pressures in every park right now
in questions is can transportation systems be cut back during peak
seasons as opposed to the hema period. In Grand Canyon, if you
used the demonstration fee, are you looking to use that fee as the
primary source of funding, the sole source of funding for the new
transportation system.

Mr. ALSTON. Right now, we’re looking at least the vast majority
of that system being funded through fee demonstration.

Mr. SOUDER. So how long would it take to build the transpor-
tation system to accumulate—would you borrow against it? How
would you——

Mr. ALSTON. Well, if we implement the $25 fee next year, that
will help a great deal, but there is—we think we can get this done
in 4 or 5 years. We presented to Congress a schedule that we think
is realistic for paying for this primarily out of fee demonstration
dollars.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you submit a copy of that to this committee?

Mr. ALSTON. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. And you think that—would that use from that pe-
riod of time all the $25?

Mr. ALSTON. I'm sorry?

Mr. SOUDER. Would the entire demonstration fee be used?
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Mr. ALSTON. No. It would not have to be used. It would still
leave us with $6 or $7 million a year to work on the backlog and
other projects we have.

Mr. SOUDER. Would it be sufficient then to maintain the system
under that?

Mr. ALSTON. That’s our hope, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. But it couldn’t—I'm sorry. I forgot. Superintendent
Rice is your Deputy.

Mr. ALSTON. Yes. That is correct. Craig.

Mr. SOUDER. Craig, could I swear you in.

Mr. AXTELL. Absolutely.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you state your name and spell it for the
record.

Mr. AXTELL. My name is Craig Axtell, C-r-a-i-g A-x-t-e-1-1.

[Witness sworn.]

Mr. SOUDER. Bryce has had a difficult challenge with your trans-
portation systems. Could you explain a little bit what’s happened
and what the status of that is?

Mr. AXTELL. I can. We initially had a 5-year contract for both the
staging area outside the park and the actual operation service con-
tract for the shuttle, and perhaps what was done for that contract
was not sufficient planning to coordinate our anticipated revenues
with the cost of the contract.

So unfortunately we had to use in that early period a substantial
amount of our fee demonstration program moneys. That 5-year con-
tract expired last year, so this past summer was the first year
under a new contract. Again, a service contract, and, now for this
year, our transportation revenues that we collect of roughly about
$530,000 is about equal to our contract—our service contract. So
we're really adjusting the number of hours we operate the shuttle,
really closely with the amount of revenue we’re getting, and fortu-
nately for us, it really works out that is the amount of service
hours, which is approximately 5,000 service hours. That takes care
of the congestion at the various overlooks.

It is a voluntary shuttle system, but it’s very well accepted. A lot
of people like it, and the community likes it. The business commu-
nity likes it, and so right now we believe we’re on track financially
so that the transportation system is sustainable.

Mr. SOUDER. What’s your current fee and price?

Mr. AXTELL. It’s $20, and half of that is the transportation fee;
$10 is the actual entrance fee itself. The fee demonstration, and
then $10 for the transportation fee.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. We'll probably have some additional
written questions, and you could provide for this hearing record
anything you have in your transportation plan, some of that data,
so we can kind of maybe group a couple of transportation things
together at one hearing site, because this region has done more,
and Grand Canyon has had this debate for a long time, and we
kind of analyze as we go.

If T could ask Mr. Frost, is Zion operated under a similar—they
have had a transportation plan for a while?

Mr. FroST. They do. They have had a transportation plan a
while.
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Mr. SOUDER. And is it similarly operated through a demonstra-
tion fee.

Mr. FROST. Yes. Is it voluntary, too, Craig?

Mr. AXTELL. Zion is a little different. There is a mandatory shut-
tle system for part of the year up the main part of the canyon, but
there’s other portions of Zion park that are open where you can
drive in with your automobile. Their entrance fee is the same as
Bryce; $20.

Mr. SOUDER. What about Rocky Mountain? That is a small——

Mr. FROST. It’s a small bus system that is voluntary, that takes
you to a specific part of the park.

Mr. SOUDER. Is there a BMF?

Mr. FrRosST. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Is it partly funded through the demonstration fee?

Mr. FrROST. I think it is.

Mr. SOUDER. If you can provide something on that, and also any
other—because Bryce and Zion probably are two of the biggest
right now that have the shuttle system. I'm trying to think if they
had one—I saw one in Acadia. There are others that have vari-
ations, and interestingly, in Acadia, the Island Explorer is heavily
funded by L.L. Bean through private sector donations and other
ways that have integrated the local community around it, and
there are multiple creative ways, as we have the pressures on tax
dollars, of how to do this.

And I also want to say for the record that we have another hear-
ing record for the Members here we have been looking at, and I
would appreciate any suggestions from any of the witnesses today
and anybody else that wants to submit this, how to do this, because
basically the Resources and the Appropriations Committee have
more or less agreed with this question, and that is one of the prob-
lems with rising demonstration fees. I believe there are two prob-
lems. One is the parks pass is too cheap relative to the individual
park, and I know that Bryce and Zion always argue who is going
to get the payload on the park pass, but the more critical thing
here is that the concern is low income people aren’t going to be able
to get into the parks, and there’s general consensus in the Appro-
priations Committee, and I've talked to the Honorable chairman in
the Resource Committee, we need a way and everyone agrees we
nieed a way, to basically give a refundable credit to low income peo-
ple.

The question is how do we establish and get them a parks pass.
One way is directly through their tax return. There are some objec-
tions to turning a tax return into that type of thing, but if you are
under a certain level, you can request from NPS a parks pass. An-
other thing would be to show at the gate—what would you show
at the gate? That your kids are eligible for low-income lunch? But
how to do it in a non-stigma way at the gate? That’s why we’re try-
ing to figure out a way to do this, but nobody is trying to put pres-
sure on. But for a middle class family, it’s still a very cheap event
that, particularly if you get a parks pass, but we don’t want to
price people we’re trying to get into the park system out of the
market with entry fees and the cost of the parks pass.

So anybody that has a proposal, we've toyed around with that,
but Chairman Regula, Hanson, Young, Pombo, I don’t think there’s
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opposition to this. It’s a question I have how to implement that.
Any other questions, Mr. Turner, Mr. Renzi?

Mr. RENZI. I have one followup. Mr. Frost, when you look at the
Grand Canyon as one of those visited parks in all of America, if
not the most visited, and you look at the fact that the funding for
the Grand Canyon is not even in the top 10, you look at the fact
that it’s one the eight wonders of the world. Do you think of—the
demonstration fees that you collect in the park, the 20 percent that
doesn’t stay local, it goes back where?

Mr. FROST. It goes to other parks that don’t collect fees and they
can apply for some of that money.

Mr. RENZI. Do you think it would be reasonable for Congress to
look at a formula where if there’s such a disparity between the
number of visitors, the infrastructure needs particularly of the
Grand Canyon, the disparity with the fact that it’s not in the top
10 in funding, that maybe until we do get caught up, that 20 per-
cent that is leaving, should stay local.

M}Il‘ FROST. I defer to policymakers with greater depth and vision
on that.

Mr. RENzI. Unfortunately, my vision is somewhat relying on your
vision.

Mr. SOUDER. May I make a brief comment on that. It is really
interesting because a number of years ago at Apostle Island, any-
one coming in from western Nebraska from one of the—at Scott’s
Bluff, basically everybody going west stops there, and they have an
entrance fee, so they collect this huge amount of entrance fees with
hardly any park, and Apostle Islands has all these islands and no-
body goes into the visitors center. All these boats come in and they
have no way to collect the entrance fee.

So less than 10 percent of the people at Apostle Islands pay an
entrance fee, and they have all these projects that need to be taken
care of and don’t have any entrance dollars. So the proposal was
to kind of address these extremes.

But you have an interesting variation, which is if you, in fact,
have a backlog, why is it going to spread, and the question is how
do we measure that, and one of the things if you could take back,
Rick, as a request to Intermountain, is would you have data inside
that would enable us to make that kind of a decision? Does the
data even exist, because the whole intent of this was to cover a lot
of the little parks that don’t get the entrance fees or parks that
don’t have a way to collect, but—and the assumption was that cer-
tain parks were accumulating dollars, but what about if we aren’t
going to do line item questions at Grand Canyon, why should they
be deferring money over to the National Park Service and then
have us have to do a line item to cover something that they already
have the dollars for.

Mr. FROST. I'm thinking this is because Joe is such an incredibly
generous guy.

Mr. ALSTON. I worry about that generosity. I would like to an-
swer your question. One initiative that has been out there, and
people have played with this for a long time, but it seems to have
generated a little enthusiasm here lately, is developing something
called the Score Report which takes into consideration all of the
complexities of managing, I suppose, any land management agency,
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like visitation, size of the area, wilderness components, size of the
concession operation, number of miles of roads, number of miles of
trails, all of the things that go into—number of different housing
units, all of the things that go into putting pressure on the budgets
of the parks and trying to get some sort of universal or consistent
handle on that whole question, and really I don’t know where they
are with that right now, but I know it’s been back in here in the
last several years.

Mr. SOUDER. You said the Score Report?

Ms. WILSON. The Score Card.

Mr. ALSTON. Score Card, actually.

Mr. TURNER. I wanted to give one comment. We have an oppor-
tunity to submit questions and then followup. I would like to work
with both Joe and Craig to followup with written questions to high-
light things I know you are working on, and I will be contacting
you to discuss the format of those questions, but they will go along
with the issue of Bryce and your transportation system and the
need for legislative authority that will help you with your contract-
ing process.

And then with the Grand Canyon, two of the things that struck
me in the discussions that I've heard relates to your clean-up
issues with respect to the mines and the success that you've been
having there, and some of the difficulties, and the second is the im-
portant issue of we need a newer air space and how we might be
able to assume greater effectiveness.

And I wanted to add one point to the issue of the park pass.
Those park passes are worth such gold if you think of the Norman
Rockwell moment where my wife and I, upon losing our park pass
into a crevasse in our dash. We are in the parking lot outside of
the national park where we have our legs stuck out our doors, we
have flashlights and all kinds of contraptions, with our kids
peering over the back seat hoping we would not have lost the pass,
and were successful in digging it out.

So it was worth the effort. The park pass certainly is one of the
incredible opportunities that families have when they do plan the
great American vacation and go to multiple parks. We certainly, I
think the chairman’s statements are very important, to look at how
does the funding of our national parks get impacted by the manner
in which we construct them. So I want to do it right and in a way
that enhances your efforts.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you each for your testimony today. We will
followup with some additional questions. The first panel is dis-
missed.

The second panel could come forward. Our second panel is com-
posed of Deborah Tuck, president of the Grand Canyon National
Park Foundation; Bob Keiter, board member in the National Parks
Conservation Association [NPCA]; Kimberly Spurr, board member
of the Arizona Archaeological Council; and Rick Smith, former as-
sociate regional director of the Natural and Cultural Resources,
Southwest Regional Office of the National Park Service. As soon as
you get settled, I'll have you all stand.

[Witnesses sworn.]
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Mr. SOUDER. Let the record show that each of the witnesses re-
sponded in the affirmative. We thank you for coming today, look
forward to your testimony. We'll start with Ms. Tuck.

Ms. Tuck. We have a question. Mr. Keiter’s testimony is about
the parks of this Region. My testimony is about one park. Do you
want to still start with me?

Mr. SOUDER. Why don’t we start with Mr. Keiter. You may pro-
ceed to give your testimony.

STATEMENTS OF BOB KEITER, BOARD MEMBER, NATIONAL
PARKS CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, NPCA; DEBORAH
TUCK, PRESIDENT, GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK FOUN-
DATION; KIMBERLY SPURR, BOARD MEMBER, ARIZONA AR-
CHAEOLOGICAL COUNCIL; AND RICK SMITH, FORMER ASSO-
CIATE REGIONAL DIRECTOR, NATURAL AND CULTURAL RE-
SOURCES

STATEMENT OF BOB KEITER

Mr. KEITER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this sub-
committee. I am pleased to appear before you today to discuss the
future of our national parks. Thank you for holding this important
hearing to examine the challenges faced by our southwestern
parks, and for your commitment to making our National Park Sys-
tem the best that it can be. My name is Bob Keiter. I am the Wal-
lace Stegner professor of law and director of the Wallace Stegner
Center for Land, Resources, and the Environment at the University
of Utah, where I teach and write in the areas of natural resources,
public lands, and constitutional law. I am here today in my capac-
ity as a 7-year member of the National Parks Conservation Asso-
ciation Board of Trustees, and on behalf of NPCA’s 300,000 mem-
bers nationwide.

On a personal note, I've had a life-long love affair with the parks
ever since during the 1950’s I grew up next to the C&O National—
the C&O Canal, National Historic Park, which as you know is lo-
cated just a few miles from the Capitol. I still treasure the count-
less hours that I spent exploring that wonderful place as a child.

I would like to address three matters today that I know are of
concern to this committee. First, the budgetary and funding chal-
lenges facing the southwestern parks; second, the recent ill-advised
budget reconciliation proposal; and, third, equally ill-advised man-
agement policies rewrite proposal.

As to funding, one of the pervasive challenges facing America’s
national parks, is chronic under-funding, a problem that did not
occur overnight and that has grown under administrations and
Congresses of both parties. Business plans developed in more than
70 national parks across the Nation, show that on average, parks
operate with only two-thirds of the needed funding, a system-wide
deficit in excess of $600 million annually.

Compounding this problem are increased security demands
placed on the parks since September 11, 2001. In addition, individ-
ual park sites have been forced to absorb a number of un-budgeted
costs including costs of living adjustments, storm damage from
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and other fixed costs.
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Here in Arizona, the effects of increased homeland security de-
mands are evident at Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
which is located along the international border. The park has ex-
pended nearly $18 million between fiscal years 2003 and 2005, to
build a vehicle barrier, to increase border security, and to protect
the park resources. The park’s resources staff now spends virtually
all i)ff their time monitoring law enforcement impacts on the park
itself.

Across the southwest, the national parks are facing an array of
budgetary and funding challenges. Insufficient operations and
maintenance funding is plaguing the Grand Canyon—I think we
will hear much more about that later—putting the park’s fragile
resources at risk.

As simply one example, the park has recorded more than 3,940
archeological sites and artifacts that tell the area’s historic and its
10,000-year-old human history, but only 3 percent of the park has
been adequately surveyed, compromising the protection of archeo-
logical sites yet to be discovered.

Looking at three national parks in my home State of Utah,
Bryce, Canyonlands, and Zion, we find many of the same chal-
lenges. NPCA has produced State of the Park reports for all three
parks within the past year, with the Zion report completed most re-
cently in July of this year.

The September 2004 State of the Parks report found that
Canyonlands’s overall stewardship capacity, that is the Park Serv-
ice’s ability to protect resources at the park, rated a score of poor,
concluding that inadequate staffing and an annual funding short-
fall of $2 million is limiting the Park Service’s ability to address
these resource threats and to meet the needs of nearly 400,000 visi-
tors annually.

NPCA’s June 2005 State of the Park report found that Bryce
Canyon’s annual budget of $2.7 million falls $1.8 million short of
what is needed annually to adequately maintain popular trails,
educate visitors, and protect the nearly 40,000 museum artifacts.

Our July 2005 State of the Parks report found that Zion National
Park stewardship capacity rated a poor. The park’s operational
budget is $3.5 million short of what is needed to adequately care
for resources and provide visitor services. This means Zion lacks
the funding to hire more staff. The daily—the number of daily
guided trail walks and ranger talks have been cut in half. No inter-
pretive rangers are present at trail heads or Zion Lodge, and the
park had been forced to deny ranger programs to school groups.

These chronic shortfalls are particularly troubling because of the
economic impacts that the parks generate in this area. Nationally,
approximately $11 billion in economic impacts each year in tourism
revenue alone, as well as 226,000 tourism related jobs in local
economies.

In the southwest, we see these impacts amount to more than—
in the southwest where more than 36 million tourists visited the
parks in Arizona, New Mexico, Utah and Nevada, we see similar
economic impacts. These visitors spent over $1.6 billion in the
parks and gateway communities and supported over 39,000 jobs
and generated over $653 million in personal income for our commu-
nities, $377 million in Arizona alone.
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Very briefly, turning to the budget reconciliation matter, current
Federal budgetary pressures have the potential to further jeopard-
ize the parks. The recent House Resources Committee drafted leg-
islation, could require the sale and development of 15 national
parks and turn the remaining parks into commercial billboards.

You should know that an NPCA Commission poll found that well
over 75 percent of the respondents strongly opposed the sale or
commercialization of our national parks. I should add that even
during the height of World War II, when the Nation’s very survival
was an issue, Congress refused to open Olympic National Park to
timber harvesting for constructing military airplanes. Surely, we
can resist the same or even lesser budgetary pressures today.

Regarding management policies, the Department of the Interior
is considering revising the parks’ management policies. The con-
templated changes would radically alter the Park’s Services inter-
pretation of its mission and the fundamental purpose of the system
which for almost 90 years has focused on preservation.

When Congress established the National Parks System in 1916,
it expressly stated that the fundamental purpose of the system is
to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and
the wildlife therein, and to provide for the enjoyment of the same
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.

Since then, Congress has consistently reaffirmed that the Park
Service is responsible for administering the system in conformity
with this fundamental purpose, most recently in the 1978 Redwood
amendments to the Organic Act.

The courts have regularly endorsed the same interpretation of
the agency’s mission, as has every scholar with whom I'm familiar
who has examined the Organic Act and its history. The Depart-
ment’s efforts to rewrite the park management policies would un-
dermine the very essence of the Organic Act’s non-impairment
standard.

As Pulitzer Prize Winning Author Wallace Stegner observed, the
national parks are the best idea America ever had. Our national
parks truly represent and speak to the essence of what it means
to be an American and to share in the American experience. It is
incumbent upon us, the generation now charged with caring for our
Nation’s heritage, to ensure that we leave these priceless places in-
tact and un-impaired for our children, and indeed for generations
yet unborn.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman for holding this hearing, and I'm
happy to answer any questions that the committee may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Keiter follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is with great honor and pleasure that
1 appear before you today to discuss the future of our national parks. I want to thank you for
holding this important hearing to examine the challenges faced by national parks in the
Southwest and for your interest and support of our nation’s crown jewels -- our national parks.

My name is Robert Keiter. [ am the Wallace Stegner Professor of Law and Director of
the Wallace Stegner Center for Land, Resources, and the Environment at the University of Utah,
where I teach in the areas of natural resources, public lands, constitutional law, and federal
courts. Ihave written extensively on public land and natural resource law, including the
publication of numerous books and articles, most recently “Keeping Faith with Nature:
Ecosystems, Democracy, and America’s Public Lands,” a book that examines the evolution of
public land policy during the past three decades, focusing on the emerging role of ecology in
setting resource management priorities and standards.

I am here today in my capacity as a member of the National Parks Conservation
Association Board of Trustees, on which I have served for the last seven years. Since 1919, the
nonpartisan National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) has been the leading voice of the
American people in protecting and enhancing our National Park System. NPCA, our 300,000
members, and our many partners work together to protect the park system and preserve our
nation’s natural, historical, and cultural heritage for generations to come.

National parks in the Southwest exemplify the natural wonders and cultural treasures that
we value as a nation. From the cliff dwellings of Mesa Verde to the rapids of the Grand Canyon,
Southwestern national parks protect some of the nation’s most valued assets. At the same time,
these parks share the same funding challenges facing our national parks across the country.
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Funding Challenges

One of the most pervasive challenges facing America’s national parks is chronic under-
funding. This problem did not occur overnight. Rather, it has grown over decades of inadequate
funding under administrations and congresses of both parties.

Business plans developed in more than 70 national parks across the nation show that on
average, parks operate with only two-thirds of the needed funding—a system-wide deficit in
excess of $600 million annually. Annual operating budgets of the national parks simply have not
kept pace with needs. Compounding this problem are the increased security demands placed on
the parks since September 11, 2001.

Individual park sites have also been forced to absorb a number of unbudgeted costs,
including cost-of-living adjustments, storm damage, and other fixed costs. With the current
surge in oil prices, the utility and vehicle fuel costs associated with managing the 388 national
parks covering 83.6 million acres exacerbate the financial crunch placed on our parks. For
example, El Malpias and El Moro national monuments in New Mexico have recently learned that
their electric costs are about to double; other parks can expect similar challenges.

One only has to look at the recent storm damage caused by hurricanes Katrina and Rita to
see another example of financial strain on the Park Service. Not only do natural disasters like
these have devastating consequences in terms of recovery and clean-up costs to the to the
affected park sites, but they also wreak havoc on park personnel costs. National Park Service
employees from across the nation have been temporarily deployed to Louisiana and Mississippi
to aid in the recovery efforts at John Lafitte National Historical Park, New Orleans Jazz National
Historical Park, and Gulf Islands National Seashore, among other parks. From superintendents -
to interpreters - to law enforcement rangers, the relocation of Park Service personnel is further
stretching the Park Service’s resource protection and visitor service delivery capacity at the
home parks of these personnel, as these individuals understandably are temporarily detailed to
parklands affected by the hurricanes.

While the Park Service is still facing the budgetary ramifications of storm damage to
national park units such as the Blue Ridge Parkway, damaged last year by hurricanes Charley
and Frances, the damage to the parks affected by hurricanes Katrina and Rita is likely to far
eclipse those costs. As a result, the Park Service is once again forced to allocate its existing
operations and maintenance funding to address the unbudgeted costs of storm damage. Congress
has passed two emergency supplemental appropriation bills for hurricanes Katrina and Rita, but
all monies have been allocated to FEMA and the military to-date. The Park Service is expected
to receive monies from a future fiscal year 2006 emergency supplemental appropriations bill for
facility infrastructure repair and other costs, but it is unlikely to cover the operating costs of
personnel reassigned to help in the disaster recovery efforts, placing further strain on tight park
budgets.
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Homeland Security Demands

The Park Service’s funding challenges are compounded by unfunded demands related to
homeland security, which NPCA profiled in its 2005 report, Faded Glory: Top 10 Reasons to
Reinvest in America’s National Heritage. This is particularly prevalent in the national parks of
the Southwest. The burden posed by border and homeland security demands on the Park Service
is extensive. To the extent this situation does not change, funds for these activities will continue
to drain needed resources from vital park management and protection functions and erode the
experience that visitors can expect in many of our national parks.

Since September 11, 2001, the National Park Service has been forced to spend a
substantial amount for national security in our parklands. Security-related operating costs of the
Park Service have reached approximately $40 million in annual recurring costs through fiscal
year 2005, primarily in the nation’s icon and border parks. Of this amount, $14 million is
attributed to the Park Police, which operated at the Statue of Liberty, at the National Mall in
Washington, DC, and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in San Francisco. The Park
Service estimates it spends an extra $63,000 every day the nation is at code orange alert. In 2003
alone, the Park Service was forced to use nearly $8 million in fee receipts for increased security
demanded by three code orange periods.

Construction costs associated with increased security needs at five locations - Lincoln
Memorial, Washington Monument, and Jefferson Memorial in Washington, D.C; Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial in St Louis; and Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument here in
Arizona have totaled $48 million since September 11, 2001. Unfortunately, the Park Service
does not receive any compensation from the Department of Homeland Security for the costs it
incurs and is forced to pay the bills by reducing resources devoted to resource protection and
visitor services.

And these figures barely scratch the surface when it comes to the true fiscal impacts of
unfunded homeland security demands on parks. For example, during heightened security periods
Park Service employees are relocated to icon and border parks, both requiring increased travel
costs, as well as reduced services in the parks from which the staff was relocated. These
increased security demands placed on the Park Service’s already strained budgets have resulted
in many other needs in the parks going unmet.
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Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument — Homeland Security Case Study

Here in Arizona, the effects of increased homeland security demands on the parks are
evident when looking at the budget of the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, which NPCA
included in 2004 on our list of America’s 10 Most Endangered National Parks. While border
security is not the responsibility of the National Park Service, the Park Service is entrusted to
protect park resources from whatever threats arise. Parks along the border, such as Organ Pipe
Cactus, have no choice but to engage in park protection activities related to border issues that
threaten park resources and damage the experience of visitors. Nearly $18 million in
expenditures between fiscal years 2003 and 2005 have been allocated to build a vehicle barrier to
increase security and protect the resources in the Organ Pipe, which were being heavily impacted
by vehicles coming over the border from Mexico. In addition, the Border Patrol is heavily
engaged in interdiction activity within Organ Pipe.

The Border Patrol and the Park Service at Organ Pipe have been making important strides
in coordinating their work, given their very different missions and expertise, but the park clearly
is under-resourced to handle its significant challenges. For example, rather than engage in the
types of resource management projects they handled in the past or interacting with visitors,
Organ Pipe’s resources staff now spend virtually all their time monitoring law enforcement
impacts on the park itself—mapping incursions, evaluating impacts to soils and cacti,
researching changes to the area’s hydrology, and other associated projects. The park has 3-4
maintenance staff that spend virtually every working hour of every day maintaining certain roads
in the park to facilitate movement of the Border Patrol, so those roads do not become impassable
due to desert conditions and thereby encourage the creation of new roads in the wilderness. The
park is forced to devote its scarce resources to border-related law enforcement activities rather
than to serving visitors. The situation at Organ Pipe is so dire that the very existence of the park
is being threatened. A review board convened after the tragic killing of park ranger Chris Eggle
at Organ Pipe in 2002 concluded that “Illegal smuggling activities . . . are threatening the
existence of the park and the fundamental agency mission to protect its employees, visitors and
resources.”

The budgetary impact of homeland security and border-related expenditures does not
simply affect finances, staff, and visitors within border parks themselves, but also means fewer
resources available to meet the needs of many other national park units. At Carlsbad Caverns
National Park in New Mexico, for example, staffing shortages affect law enforcement and visitor
safety services. Carlsbad has 76 full time filled positions—down from a high of 105 FTE several
years ago. Carlsbad has 5 park rangers—1 chief ranger and 4 commissioned rangers—to protect
and serve visitors throughout the 46,000-acre park. This makes it difficult for the park to engage
in even limited backcountry patrols, and can be extremely frustrating for those unfortunate park
visitors who experience problems like traffic accidents or theft.

Core Operations
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As the Chairman knows, the National Park Service has initiated a new process to identify
the “Core Operations™ of each national park in an effort to provide parks more flexibility in their
current budgets. Our understanding is that this process entails an intense process of inspection
and introspection by park managers to determine which park activities and programs support the
core mission of each park.

A decade ago, parks commonly allocated about 80 percent of their operating funds to so-
called Personal Services, or the fixed salary and expenses attached to permanent staff. Because
of the increase in pay grades (GS scale) for many park employees, the rising cost of retirements
and other benefits, and the failure of successive Congresses and administrations adequately to
budget for and fund these needs, parks know commonly spend nearly 90 percent of their limited
budgets on personnel costs. This leaves little room to fund the ongoing expenses of running a
park - fuel and repairs of ranger vehicles, seasonal rangers to run interpretive programs, and
supplies and materials for resource managers. This is analogous to trying to run a
manufacturing company when all of your costs are tied to workers and no funds are left to
purchase the materials necessary to make the products.
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This clearly is an undesirable position for the Park Service, and it is a significant
underlying reason why we have read in press reports this year that parks have been unable to
afford a seasonal workforce and other essentials to running parks, especially during peak season.
NPCA'’s longstanding position has been that this predicament demands more support from
Congress and the administration — at least $600 million in additional operating funds per year for
the Park System. At the same time, we believe it is essential to find sensible management
efficiencies wherever possible.

As a general proposition, we are inclined to support any initiative, including Core
Operations Analysis, which improves efficiency in the parks, provided that initiative is consistent
with the important mission of the National Park Service. As you know, Mr. Chairman, NPCA’s
Center for Park Management focuses exclusively on assisting park managers in implementing
tools to enhance their effectiveness, leverage their resources best, and employ best practices
demonstrated elsewhere. For example, the Center has worked with a number of parks improving
fleet management and optimizing park fee collection activities.

As we understand the goal of Core Operations Analysis -- to facilitate a hard look by
individual parks at how they prioritize their spending and resource allocations -- we believe Core
Operations Analysis has the potential to provide a beneficial tool to the parks. However, we
would offer several cautions as the Park Service continues to refine and experiment with this
potentially significant process.

First, it would be unfortunate and unwise if core operations methodology were used by
anyone, either in Congress, the Department of the Interior, or the Office of Management and
Budget, to justify further reductions in services or resource protection activities within the parks.
A park funded at the bare minimum is far from sufficient. NPCA does not believe such cuts are
a goal of the Park Service. However, we would caution the agency to be extremely careful in
how it characterizes items that may not be deemed “core,” so they do not somehow become
“expendable” in the eyes of the uninformed.

Second, important attributes of specific national parks may not be adequately spelled out
in the originally authorizing legislation, but nonetheless may be critical elements of these parks’
missions and equally important to the visitors who come to enjoy them. Many parks, for
instance, were set aside for their outstanding scenery, wildlife, or archeological sites, but the
authorizing legislation for many parks may not specifically state that educating the public about
these resources is in fact one of the purposes of that park. Numerous polls have shown that
interpretation is central to the enjoyment of a majority of park visitors, and its importance should
not be diminished. Another example is Petrified Forest National Park. Petrified Forest
originally was set aside to preserve its beautiful petrified wood, but we now have come to
understand that the park is perhaps the premier place in the world for Triassic-era paleontology.
Clearly, the Park Service should not, nor would we expect them to want to, define protection of
paleontological resources at Petrified Forest as anything other than core.

As we push ahead to ensure that the parks receive the resources that clearly are needed,
we also support challenging park staff to do some hard thinking about how their resources are
organized and prioritized, which Core Operations Analysis has the potential to facilitate. The
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attempt to use these analyses to identify additional budget room for parks simply to operate is
also a worthy goal, but we expect a sound and effective process to also identify many unmet
needs at many parks, which will require the additional allocation of resources. The Park Service
must be careful that the political process does not somehow subvert the worthwhile intent of
Core Operations Analysis. Otherwise this becomes an exercise that places parks on a slow
starvation diet that keeps their hearts beating, but fails to cure the disease at is affecting them.
The American public expects our national parks to thrive, not merely to survive.

National Parks in the Southwest

The national parks in the Southwest face the same budgetary challenges as parks
throughout the nation. As the Arizona Republic wrote in April 2004: “You don't have to look far
to see how our National Park System is fraying. Check out the water pipeline to the North Rim
of the Grand Canyon, built in 1927 and in desperate need of replacement. Walk the eroding trails
at Petrified Forest. See how illegal immigration and drug trafficking are tearing up the landscape
at Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. Chronic shortfalls in funding are eating away at our
National Park System.”

Grand Canyon National Park

The immense and colorful Grand Canyon is one of the world’s most powerful and
inspiring scenic landscapes. While Grand Canyon National Park is one of the nation’s most
visited parks, with nearly 4.7 million visitors last year, it faces the same funding challenges
afflicting the Park Service as a whole. Insufficient operations and maintenance funding is
plaguing Grand Canyon, putting the park’s fragile resources at risk.

Grand Canyon Operations

The base operating budget for Grand Canyon National Park over the past five years has
failed to come close to meeting inflation, having increased from $18.2 million in fiscal year 2001
to $19.6 million in fiscal year 2006--increasing only a total of seven percent over five years.
When factoring in the park’s purchasing power, the park is actually losing ground.

A consequence of this shortfall can be seen when looking at the protection of
archeological resources at Grand Canyon. The park has recorded more than 3,940 archeological
sites and artifacts that tell the story of Grand Canyon’s 10,000-year old human history.
However, only three percent of the park has been adequately surveyed, compromising the
protection of sites yet to be discovered.

Unmet Project Needs at Grand Canyon

According to the Park Service’s Project Management Information System (PMIS) list of
maintenance projects, the Grand Canyon has a total of $238 million in unfunded projects,
ranging from the rehabilitation cultural landscapes at Kolb Studio to the restoration of North Rim
trails. A small sample of examples include:
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» The Hermit road on the South Rim provides visitors with access to Hermit Rest, a remote
cabin that is also the starting point for a popular backcountry trail. The rehabilitation of
this road, the surface of which has crumbled so badly in some spots that it resembles a
broken potato chip, will cost nearly $9 million dollars. But there is concern that the cuts
to the president’s requested funding for the Park Roads program in the transportation
reauthorization act recently passed by Congress will delay the start and completion of this
project, thereby inhibiting visitor service.

* Along the banks of the Colorado River in the park, archeologists have identified 10
prehistoric sites that are being threatened by erosion due to lack of sediment deposits by
the water flow. The Park Service needs $1.2 million to excavate and study these sites
before they are unearthed and their ancient artifacts are washed away, but the funds are
not yet available.

e The park’s overflight and soundscape management plan, listed as a $2.4 million unfunded
item on the park’s PMIS database, needs to be completed if the park ever hopes to meet
the mandate of Senator McCain’s 1987 national park overflight management act, which
required the substantial restoration of natural quict in the canyon. An alternative dispute
resolution process to address this overflight act’s as-yet unmet goal of natura! quiet
restoration is currently underway. It involves the Park Service, the Federal Aviation
Administration, air tour operators, conservationists, and tribal representatives. Funding
of the plan, however, is still necessary.

The subcommittee may wish to examine a more detailed list of the park’s unfunded
cultural and natural resource research needs, which is available online at

cpeesu.nau.edu/new/pmis/GRCA2pmis.htm.

Given the scope of the unmet needs in Grand Canyon, it is not surprising that Park
officials announced last month that entry fees into the park will be increased from $20 to $25
next year.

While private philanthropies, such as the Grand Canyon National Park Foundation,
provide important project funding to fill in some of the gaps at the park, this funding must
supplement, not replace, the federal responsibility to support our nation’s most treasure natural
and cultural public lands through the appropriations and budget processes.

State of the Parks Case Studies (Bryce Canyon, Canyonlands, Zion)

In 2000, NPCA initiated the State of the Parks program to assess the condition of natural
and cultural resources in the parks, and to determine how well equipped the National Park
Service is to protect the parks — its stewardship capacity. The goal is to provide information that
will help policymakers, the public, and the National Park Service improve conditions in national
parks, celebrate successes as model for other parks, and ensure a lasting legacy for future
generations. Working with national parks through NPCA’s Center for the State of the Parks over
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the past five years, NPCA has produced 25 reports focused on diverse natural and cultural parks
across the nation.

Looking at three national parks in my home state of Utah, Bryce Canyon National Park,
Canyonlands National Park, and Zion National Park, we find many of the same challenges. State
of the Parks reports for all three have been produced within the past year, with the Zion report
completed most recently in July of 2005.

Canyonlands National Park

Established in September 1964, Canyonlands National Park protects prehistoric
petrogylphs, ruins, and nearly 340,000 breathtaking acres of the Colorado Plateau, where the
Green and Colorado rivers meet to form one of North America’s most biologically diverse eco-
regions. Canyonlands is home to 628 species of plants, 31 fish, ten amphibians, 25 reptiles, 218
birds, and 81 mammals. Rock art, granaries, cowboy camps, and ancient artifacts tell the stories
of past human inhabitants in the park. Because the park is located far away from major
population centers and development, today’s visitors experience many of the same vistas as early
explorers, relatively unchanged after thousands of years. Dark night skies and natural
soundscapes give visitors a sense of the park’s wildness.

The September 2004 State of the Parks report found that Canyonlands’ overall
stewardship capacity — the Park Service’s ability to protect resources at the Canyonlands
National Park — rated a “poor” score of 60 out of 100. The report concluded that inadequate
staffing and an annual funding shortfall of $2 million is limiting the ability of the Park Service to
address the park threats and meet the needs of nearly 400,000 visitors annually. Insufficient
funding impairs the park’s ability to assess and protect the areas vast archeological heritage,
including ancient petroglyphs and nearly 700,000 museum objects that chronicle 11,000 years of
human history. The park needs nearly $36 million for deferred maintenance projects and 171
identified unfunded projects. More than $4.2 million are needed for cultural resource projects,
including a park-wide cultural resource inventory, ethnographic overview, and condition reviews
for high priority structures identified on the List of Classified Structures. With a base operating
budget of merety $5.3 million, these unmet needs represent a tremendous challenge to the park to
meet its mission.

In addition, the report found Canyonlands to be vulnerable to extensive road claims in its
backcountry related to the Revised Statute 2477, which was enacted before Yellowstone was
designated as a national park and was repealed roughly 30 years ago. R.S. 2477 would subject
sensitive areas of the park to a potential level of vehicular use that the Park Service has
determined would be unduly harmful.

Bryce Canyon National Park
First proclaimed a national monument in June 1923, Bryce Canyon National Park

includes 35,835 acres of breathtaking spires, hoodoos, and windows carved by wind from color
sedimentary rock. Bryce is composed of a series of 14 amphitheaters located along the rim of
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the Paunsaugunt Plateau, home to more than 500 plant species and many bird and mammal
species, telling the story of humans who have lived in the area of thousands of years.

NPCA’s June 2005 State of the Parks Report found that Bryce Canyon’s annual budget of
$2.7 million falls approximately $1.8 million short of what is needed annually to adequately
maintain popular trails, educate visitors, and protect the nearly 40,000 museum artifacts such as
American Indian artifacts and historic furnishings. The report rated Bryce Canyon’s overall
stewardship capacity as “poor,” for a score of only 44 out of 100. Funding constraints have
resulted in the Park Service’s inability to fund several critical staff positions at Bryce Canyon,
including cultural resource experts, trail maintenance staff, biological technicians, law
enforcement rangers, interpreters, and a geologist. At current funding levels, rangers at Bryce
must focus on the immediate needs of visitors, with most of their time spent on search-and-
rescue calls, medical calls, traffic patrols, and fires. As a result, they are able only to provide
minimal proactive attention to park resources.
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Zion National Park

Zion, one of the earliest additions to the National Park System, enjoys millions of visitors
annually and manages an exemplary transportation system, which makes it easy for visitors to
keep coming back. Zion is probably best known for its geologic features that include deep
canyons and rock towers interspersed with high plateaus and mesas. Zion’s location at the
intersection of three biophysical provinces, as well as its elevation gradient from lowlands at
3,700 feet to maintains that peak at 8,726 feet, combine to create conditions ideal for a multitude
of plant and animal species. The park protects 894 species of plants, 78 species of mammals,
290 species of birds, 44 species of reptiles and amphibians, and four native species of fish.
Human use of Zion Canyon dates back at least 8,000 years, to people who hunted and gathered
and those who later farmed the fertile land along the Virgin River.

Our July 2005 State of the Parks report found that the park’s stewardship capacity to rate
“poor,” a score of 60 out of 100. While overall conditions of Zion’s natural resources rated
“good” 82 out of 100, the park’s cultural resources rated “poor” 54 out of 100. The park’s
operational budget is $3.5 million short of what is needed to adequately care for the resources
and provide visitor services. With an existing base operating budget of only $6.2 million, this
funding shortfall is alarming.

As aresult of this shortfall, important resource protection projects go unfunded, and the
park cannot afford to hire critical staff positions to support basic resource management functions.
For example, Zion’s interpretive staff is comprised of 8 full time employees, 10 seasonal
employees, and one volunteer — a ratio of roughly 1 interpreter for every 105,000 park visitors.
The interpretive staff at Zion educates visitors about the park resources, its human history, and
helps to instill an appreciation and understanding of the park and its importance to America’s
heritage. However, because Zion lacks the funding to hire more staff, the number daily guided
trail walks and ranger talks have been cut in half, no interpretive rangers are present at trailheads
or the Zion lodge, and the park has been forced to deny ranger programs to school groups.

Southwest National Parks’ Base Operating Budgets at a Glance

When reviewing the base operating budgets of the national park sites in Arizona, New
Mexico, Utah, and Nevada, you find a similar trend to the budgets of parks across the nation—
base operating budgets simply are not keeping pace with the need. As you will note in the chart
(Appendix 1), only six of the 45 parks in the Southwest are slated for base increases above the
rate of inflation in the fiscal year 2006 budget: Grand Canyon National Park in Arizona;
Bandelier National Park and Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument in New Mexico; and
Arches National Park, Timpanogos Cave National Monument, and Zion National Park in Utah.
And these parks are receiving only very modest increases, slightly above inflation. For example,
Grand Canyon National Park is slated to receive a 3.5 percent increase in the 2006 fiscal year,
compared to an inflation rate of 3.1 percent. As fortunate as Grand Canyon is to receive this
small increase at a time of such fiscal austerity, the park continues to face enormous challenges.
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Overall, the Southwestern national parks are slated on average to receive an increase of
only 2.5 percent to their base operating budget in the current 2006 fiscal year that began on
October 1—more than half a percentage point below inflation. When factoring in a 3.1 percent
rate of inflation, and adding to that the increased demands placed on the Park Service from the
recent natural disasters in the Gulf region, it is no wonder the Park Service is unable to keep up
with the needs of the parks.

While the parks did receive helpful increases to their base operating budgets in the 2005
fiscal year, by the time those appropriations reached the bottom line in most parks, many parks
actually lost purchasing power. And unfortunately, despite doing better than much of the public
land agencies within the Department of the Interior in the fiscal year 2006 appropriations bill, the
Park Service was not able to sustain what little momentum they appeared to gain last year.

Truly addressing the parks’ annual operating shortfall requires a sustained effort to provide
significant increase in the rate of investment in annual operating funding over a period of years,
in addition to identifying management efficiencies in the parks. Absent this, our parks at best are
merely treading water, and in most cases they are losing ground.

Economic Benefits of National Parks in the Southwest

According to the National Park Service, the national parks generate about $11 billion in
economic impacts each year in tourism revenue alone. The parks generate over 226,000 tourism
related jobs in local economies, not to mention their additional positive economic impact on
communities.

National parks play a critical role both in the identity and the economy of the Southwest.
More than 36 million tourists visited the national parks in Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, and
Nevada in 2003. These visitors spent over $1.6 billion in the parks and gateway communities,
supported over 39,000 jobs, and generated over $653 million in personal income for our
communities, $377 million in Arizona alone. I have included a chart (Appendix 2) showing
these economic impacts. As you can see, the national parks in Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, and
Nevada the Southwest have a tremendous economic impact in the region.

Specifically, Grand Canyon National Park is one of the most visited national parks in the
country, and is vitally important to the northern Arizona and the regional economy. According
to a recent report by the National Park Service and Michigan State University (MSU),
“Economic Impacts of Grand Canyon National Park, Visitor Spending on the Local Economy”
released in January 2005, park visitors spent $338 million within the local region in 2003,
including $137 million inside the park and $201 million in gateway communities. Using MSU’s
Money Generation Model, the study found that when secondary effects are included, the total
economic impacts of visitor spending at Grand Canyon in 2003 was $429 million in direct sales,
$157 million in personal income, $245 million value added, and almost 7,500 local jobs
attributable to the visitation at the park.

The Case for Land Acquisition — Petrified Forest National Park
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Petrified Forest National Park, originally proclaimed a national monument by President
Theodore Roosevelt in 1906, is located in northeastern Arizona. It was originally set aside to
preserve the concentration of rainbow-hued petrified wood, scenic landscapes of the Painted
Desert, rare shortgrass prairie, and more than 500 archeological and historical sites that reflect a
10,000-year continuum of human history. The park’s 93,500 acres protect the world’s largest
and most colorful concentrations of petrified wood. 1t is, according to paleontologists, the
world’s gold standard for Triassic-era paleontology.

With strong leadership from Congressman Renzi and Senators McCain and Kyl, and with
broad bipartisan support, Congress passed, and President Bush signed into law on December 3,
2004, the Petrified Forest National Park Expansion Act of 2004. This legislation authorized the
expansion of this remarkable park by 128,000, providing the opportunity to protect in perpetuity
the area’s world-class paleontological and archeological resources for future generations.
Although an important step in protecting these priceless resources, the legislation was by no
means the end of that effort. Now the challenge is to ensure these lands actually are added to the
park through donation, exchange or purchase.

A number of the landowners at Petrified Forest are potentially interested in exchanging
their land, which we hope can be done as expeditiously as possible. However, it is clear that
some of these lands will have to be purchased as well, as authorized by the legislation.
Unfortunately, funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), the federal tool for
purchasing such important lands, has been slashed in recent years. While federal LWCF funding
for National Park Service acquisitions achieved a high watermark of $130 million in fiscal year
2002, Congress appropriated only $45 million for national park land acquisition in the recently
enacted fiscal year 2006 Interior Appropriations bill.

The expansion of Petrified Forest was significant in that it had the wholehearted support
of the local community, the landowners who owned the vast bulk of the expansion area, the
administration, the state, and a bipartisan group of legislators in the House and Senate. It would
be a tragedy if the necessary follow-through to acquire these lands for the park were hampered
because of the unavailability of needed LWCF funds.

Not only does the Petrified Forest case speak to the need for better funding of LWCF, but
it also shows how a park addition can actually help facilitate more efficient management and
resource protection. For example, the additions will better facilitate the protection of the park’s
remarkable resources from looting. With the use of modern technology, the park is able to use
relatively low-cost sensing technology to help police against looters. But this can only be done
effectively once the necessary acquisitions occur. As the administration prepares its fiscal year
2007 budget, we strongly encourage the Park Service to request the necessary funds to begin
making progress toward the necessary and newly authorized acquisitions at the park. We
encourage Arizona’s Congressional leadership to work with the White House and their
Congressional colleagues toward this important goal.

Vanishing Treasures Program — A Model of Success

13



49

One program critical to the support of national parks in the Southwest is the Vanishing
Treasures Program. The Vanishing Treasures Program was initiated in 1993, when the National
Park Service identified and began acting upon a critical weakness that was threatening the
existence of unique, rare, and irreplaceable prehistoric and historic ruins in a number of Park
Service units in the western United Sates. To quote a National Park Service 2004 Year End
Report, “After 20 years of inadequate funding, backlogged treatment needs, and a lack of
information on condition, thousands of prehistoric and historic ruins at 44 National Park Service
units in the arid west were identified as being threatened with severe deterioration and loss if
immediate action was not taken.”

The Vanishing Treasures program has been critical to the Park Service’s cultural resource
stewardship efforts to save priceless cultural resources in Southwestern parks. At the end of FY
2003, more than $8.7 million in federal funds had been provided to the National Park Service
through the program. For example, the Vanishing Treasures program has enabled Grand Canyon
National Park to hire an archeologist to manage the condition of prehistoric ruins and historic
masonry buildings located in the South Rim of Grand Canyon National Park. In FY 2005, with
monies from the Vanishing Treasures program, El Mapais National Monument was able to hire
six seasonal masons from the nearby Peublos of Acoma and Zuni in order to stabilize the
prehistoric Pueblo and historic homestead.

NPCA strongly supports the Vanishing Treasures program and encourages Congress not
only to continue, but also increase, financial support for this important program. The program
represents a success story in the continuing and never-ending effort to protect and preserve our
nation’s cultural heritage. As Glenn Fulfer, superintendent of Salinas Pueblo Missions National
Monument, a park that preserves and interprets the best remaining examples of the 17‘h-century
Spanish Franciscan mission churches states: “The Vanishing Treasures program is a last defense
against the loss of these tangible symbols of America's heritage."

It would greatly complement the Vanishing Treasures Initiative if Congress would pass
the National Park Centennial Act. As you are well aware Mr. Chairman, in addition to your
leadership with this important legislation, three members of the Arizona delegation in the House
of Representatives have sponsored the bill: Representatives Renzi, Grijalva, and Pastor; Senator
McCain introduced the companion measure in the Senate. The bill would establish a “Cultural
Resource Challenge,” similar to the Park Service’s Natural Resource Challenge, which is
designed to fund the protection of cultural resources, including the documentation and
preservation of archeological sites within the national parks.

Budget Reconciliation Threat to the Parks

Current federal budgetary pressures have the potential to further jeopardize national
parks. Recently, the House Resources Committee Chairman drafted legislation that could
require the sale and development of 15 national parks for energy and commercial purposes, and
turn the parks that would remain into commercial billboards. The sites subject to sale under the
proposal honor Revolutionary War heroes, African American leaders, and American Indian
culture, as well as preserve magnificent Alaskan wilderness and wildlife, priceless archeological
sites, and even an additional memorial to our greatest conservation president, Theodore
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Roosevelt. Closing these parks would rip significant pages from our American story, but could
also devastate Native subsistence economies in parts of Alaska, as well as affect local economies
in other areas that rely on visitors to these parks to generate annual tourism revenue. These 15
parks make up approximately 23 percent of the total park system acreage—which is already only
2 percent of U.S. public lands.

Equally troubling, the proposal would commercialize all national parks if this proposal
were to become law. The draft requires the National Park Service to sell commercial advertising
in all Park Service Official Maps and Guides, and on the exterior and interior of all buses,
shuttles, vans, trams, and passenger ferries operated within the National Park System. If this
generates less than $10 million in advertising revenue annually, every park unit in the system
would lose access to its recreation fee monies under the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement
Act, which would be placed in moratorium. Currently, the parks collect more than $150 million
annually in critically needed fee monies. Additionally, the proposal requires the Park Service to
solicit and sell commercial sponsorship of park visitor centers, education centers, information
centers, museums, trails, auditoriums, amphitheaters, and theatres throughout the National Park
System. As aresult, the Grand Canyon’s Bright Angel Trail could be renamed the Citibank
Trail. And if the Park Service failed to sell at least $10 million in sponsorships, all authority
provided under the National Park Service Concessions Management Improvement Act of 1998
would be in moratorium.

NPCA recently commissioned a poll by Zogby International to gauge public opinion on
these proposals. Eighty-four percent of respondents opposed the sale of commercial naming
rights—70 percent strongly opposed such sales. Seventy four percent opposed the sale of
commercial advertising in park brochures and on park vehicles, and 79 percent opposed the
closure and sale of national park units. The public has spoken clearly on this issue, and NPCA
will do everything necessary to ensure that such misguided proposals are defeated.

Congress and the administration have a responsibility to protect our national heritage.
However, this proposal would put our American heritage on the auction block. It should be
rejected outright.

Management Policy Revisions

As you know, led by a political appointee at the Department of the Interior, the National
Park Service is considering proposed changes to its management policies. Individually and
cumulatively, these contemplated changes would radically alter the Park Service’s interpretation
of its mission and of the fundamental purpose of the National Park System. For almost 90 years,
preservation of the parks has been clearly established as the Park Service’s primary mission. Mr.
Hoffman’s draft policy changes, however, would change that mission and perm